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Current Topics. 


Bankruptcy and Winding-up Fees. 

WE PRINT elsewhere new scales of fees which have been issued 
under the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, and the Companies Act, 1908. 
They relate to the expenses of the high bailiff or other officer for 





| attending, and executing the process of, the court ; and the only 
| changes are in the allowance for travelling. 


In regard to the 
fee of 10s. for executing warrants, the limitation “ within two 


| ° ° ° . : 
miles of the court” is removed, and in lieu of a mileage fee of 


7d. or 5d., according as the officer is directed personally to travel 
or not, the charge will be “ the amount actually and reasonably 
expended in travelling.” . 


The General Index to the Solicitors’ Journal. 

IN RESPONSE to numerous requests, we present our readers 
this week with an index to the articles of permanent utility 
contained’in the volumes of the SoLicrrors’ JOURNAL from 1903 to 
1911. It may be remembered that in 1904 2 similar index was 
issued relative to articles appearing in the Journal from 1893 
to 1903, and we believe it was generally appreciated. It is not 
for us to speak of the value or authority of contributions embedded 
in past volumes of the Journal, but we may perhaps say that 
if the names of the contributors could be appended, there would 
be considerable anxiety to refer to some of them. In the 
course of these contributions there will be found much information 


| . . 
‘relative to obscure modes of tenure and moot questions of 


ownership which may, on occasion, prove of great service to 
solicitors. 
Division of Opinion in the House of Lords, 


IN A patent case decided on Monday last the House of Lords 
was divided. Seven noble and learned Lords took part in the 
case ; four held that the appeal should be dismissed, and three 


| held that it should be allowed, so the respondents were successful 


in upholding their patent by a majority of one. In the courts below 

the judge of first instance held that the patent was valid, and on 

appeal two of the Lords Justices held that the patent was valid 

and one that it was invalid. This recalls a famous trade-mark 
2I 
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case in 1890, in which Kay, J., held that a certain trade-mark ployed and be paid his commission for 
In the Court of Appeal the | 


should be refused registration. 
judgment of Kay, J., was set aside, LINDLEY and Fry, L.JJ., 
holding that it was wrong, although Corton, L.J., held that it 
was right. On appeal to the House of Lords, five noble and 
learned Lords took part in the case, and three held that the 
appeal should be allowed, while two held that the appeal should 
be dismissed. In that case, therefore, there were, from first to 
last, four judges taking one view and five judges the other, and 
the opponents of the registration of the trade-mark had a majority 
of one in their favour. 


Leave to Presume Death in the Probate Division. 


AN INTERESTING point came before Sir SAMUEL EVANs in the 
ease of In the Goods of Long Sutton (Times, February 13th). One 


| sion ; 


the period: Turner y, 
Goldsmith (1891, 1 Q. B. 544). The rules on this subject 
| have been usefully stated by ScrutTtTon, J., in Lazarus v. Cairn 
Line of Steamships (ante, p. 345), where the plaintiff had been 
appointed the agent of the defendant company for three years. 
The defendant company within this period sold their business to 
a competing line, and the learned judge held that the plaintiff 
had no claim for commission for the rest of the time. In effect 
the principle is, that the court will not imply an obligation to 
carry on the business merely to secure to the agent his commis. 
on the other hand, where there is an express term 


requiring the continuance of the business, the court will not 
imply a condition that the agent’s rights shall cease, save in 


events expressly provided for. The governing principle 


| throughout is that the express terms of the contract are to be 


CrcitiA LONG Sutton, spinster, left her lodgings on the 23rd of 


December, 1909; she said that she was leaving for good, 
and paid her bill No more was ever scen or heard of her. 
On the 29th of December, 1909, the body of an unknown 
woman was found drowned in a river not far away; 
but was not identified by anyone as that of Miss Sutton. Two 
years later her relatives made inquiries as to her fate, heard of 
the unknown dead body, and came to the conclusion that it was 
hers. There was no direct identification of the body, but 
circumstantial evidence was adduced to shew that it might very 
well be Miss Sutton. Thereupon an application was made to the 
court for leave to presume death as a preliminary to probate ; 
and affidavits set out the circumstances of identification, but 
could not fix the precise date of death. Sir Samuen Evans held 
that the application was quite unnecessary, and that upon the 
affidavits probate could have been obtained from the Probate 
Registry without any “leave to presume death” from the court. 
This decision raises an obvious difficulty ; it would seem to imply 
that the officials of the Probate Registry are bound to issue probate 
upon affidavits which allege the death of a person but go on to dis- 
close merely presumptive evidence that such person isdead. The 
only alternative is to regard the registrar as clothed with a judicial 


discretion, entitled to weigh the evidence as to the probability of | 


death, and issue or refuse probate according as he is convinced 
by it or rejects it. 
unsound and inexpedient. 
whose duties are purely ministerial ; he must issue probate when- 
ever positive legal proof of death, vouched for by medical certifi- 
cate, is laid before him on affidavit. If bis issue of probate is 
obtained by fraud or under a mistake, it can be set aside on motion 
in court. But when the condition precedent to bis ministerial 
duty is absent, i.v., when there is no positive affidavit verifying 
the fact of death, but merely presumptive evidence, then he is 
unable to issue probate. In such a case a judicial act is necessary 
to authorize the issue of probate, and such judicial act is only 
possible on the part of the court. For these reasons we very 
much doubt whether the ruling of the President is likely to be 
sustained in a future case on all-fours with the present. 


Implied Contract to Carry on Business. 

WHere THE benefits arising under a contract depend 
on the carrying on of a particular business, it is frequently a 
matter of difficulty to determine whether an obligation to carry 
on the business is to be implied. Occasionally an obligation to 


In our opinion, either alternative is | 
The Registrar is an executive official | 


regarded, and the construction does not depend on what the 
court may consider reasonable. 


Insurance Companies and the Riot (Damages 

Act, 1886. 

THE POSITION of insurance companies which have insured 
premises to which damage has been done by rioters, calls for a 
little further consideration beyond the incidental reference to it 
which we made last week, in the course of some observations upon 
the Suffragist disturbances. Section 2 (1) of the Riot (Damages) 
Act, 1886, provides for the payment of compensation to persons 
who have sustained injury arising out of a riot, in the course of 
which “a house, shop or building in any police district has heen 
injured or destroyed, or the property therein has been injured, 
stolen or destroyed.” Section 3 directs the claim to be made to 
the police authority, and section 4 gives a right of action to an 
aggrieved claimant whose claim has not been met. All these 
provisions of the statute are reasonably clear. But section 2 (2), 
which deals with insured premises, is extremely long, confused, 
and involved ; it is very difficult to ascertain its precise meaning. 
The relevant part of the section runs as follows :— 

“Where any person having sustained such loss as aforesaid 
has received, dy way of insurance or otherwise, any sum to 
recoup him, in whole or in part, for such loss, the com 
pensation otherwise payable to him under this Act sha//, if 
exceeding such sum, be reduced by the amount thereof, and in any 
other case shall not be paid to him,and the payer of such 
sum shall be entitled to compensation under this Act in the 
like manner as if he had sustained the said loss, &c.” 

There are, obviously, two interpretations of these words possible. 
The literal and grammatical construction is that insured premises 


'come into two categories, those in which the loss exceeds the 


insurance moneys, and those in which the insurance moneys exceed the 
loss. In the former case the owner’s claim is to be reduced to the 
balance ofsinsurance-moneys over loss. In the latter case he is to get 


| nothing, and the insurance company is to get compensation instead. 


3ut in the former case—where loss exceeds insurance moneys—the 


statute does not in terms give the insurance company any claim 


continue the business is implied from the nature of the transaction; | 


where, for instance, a business is sold in consideration of the 
vendor receiving a share of the profits for a certain time: 
McIntyre vy. Belcher (14 ©. B. N.S. 654); Telegraph Despatch 
Co. v. Melean (8 Ch. App. 658). And similarly, where a 
retail trader has entered into a restrictive covenant with a 
wholesale trader in consideration of an annual bonus for 


But, in general, an obligation on one party to continue the 
business will not be implied from the mere fact that the benefits 
stipulated for by the other party are dependent on the business. 
Thus, where an agent is employed for a certain time on com- 


in respect of the indemnity paid by it! There is a Jacwna in the 
language of the statute which can only be remedied by putting 
an ungrammatical construction on the latter clauses of the sen- 
tence, and by reading the words “ the payer of such sum shall be 
entitled, &c,” as if they applied both to the case in which com- 
pensation is reduced, and to that in which it is not paid at 
all to the owner of the injured property. This latter con- 
struction is obviously the equitable one, and probably a judge 
would not be deterred by grammatical difficulties from giving 


effect to it; but upon a point of interpretation like this it is 


a | 
specified number of years : Ogden Ltd. v. Nelson (1905, A. C. 109). | 
to decide in the opposite sense a point which has already been 
| adjudicated upon by one of his brethren, or at any rate to 


| 


impossible to advise beforehand with any confidence as to the 
precise view the courts will take. 
Liability to Repair Highways. 

Ir 1s becoming a not infrequent practice for one Chancery judge 


distinguish it in a way that practically amounts to over-ruling 
it. In such cases, of course, the only remedy for the unsettled 


mission, there is no implied agreement that the business shall be | state of the law which results is an appeal to the court above ; 


carried on for such time (Rhodes v. Forwood, 1 App. Cas. 256) ; 
to entitle him to damages for loss of his commission, there 
must be a term in the agreement that he shall be em- 





but that course is seldom adopted when the point is decided on 
originating summons. In such cases the trustees have no 
motive to take the point further, and other parties are deterred 
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by the fact that costs which the vanquished party has been 
allowed will be lost if he incurs the unnecessary expense of an 
appeal. Conflicting decisions of this kind are therefore produc- 
tive of gtave inconvenience in practice. An illustration occurs in 
two recent decisions, one by Mr. Justice WARRINGTON last year 
(Re Earl of Stamford and Warrington; Payne v. Grey, 1911, 1 

Ch. 648), and the other by Mr. Justice NEVILLE a fortnight, 
ago: Ite Hodgson Settled Estates ; Altamont v. Forsyth (47 L. J. 
Newspaper, 160). By section 21 (11) of the Settled Land Act, 1882, 
trustees of settled lands are empowered to discharge “ incum 

brances ” out of corpus. In both of the above cases a settled estate 
included Jands which were subject to the perpetual liability to 
repair a bighway ratlione tenurue. In each ease the local district 
council agreed to discharge the lands from this burden in return 
for a lump sum. Two questions arose for the decision of the 
judge: first, was such an agreement intru vires of the district 
council ? and second, was it intra vires of the trustees? The first 
question turned on the construction of section 148 of the Public 
Health Act, 1875, which enabled urban sanitary authorities to 
enter into an agreement with any person liable to repair a road 
taking on themselves the repair of that road on such terms as 
the parties might mutually agree. Section 25 of the Local 

Government Act, 1894, transferred this power to district 
councils, whether urban or rural. Hitherto the opinion of Local 
Government practitioners has been that section 148 merely 
empowered the council to enter into an annual or other 
temporary contract with the owner to do the necessary repairs 
to his road; it did not. authorize them to take over the 
road as a highway repairable by the public at large ; to do so 
they must go through the formalities laid down in section 62 of 
the Highway Act, 1835, or section 35 of the Highway Act, 
1862, or under the Private Street Works Act, 1892. Mr. Justice 
WARRINGTON, however, placed a wider interpretation on the 
section, and he!d that the local authority could by agreement 
allow the owner to redeem his land from the liability ; and on 
this point Mr. Justice NevILLE followed him. But on the 
second question, namely, the power of the trustees to redeem the 
liability out of capital-moneys, each judge arrived at a 
different result without professing to decide that such liability is 
an “incumbrance” within the meaning of section 21 (11) of the 
Settled Land Act, 1882; Mr- Justice WARRINGTON, nevertheless, 
considered that the trustees were justified in applying capital- 
moneys to the purposes of the proposed agreement in the course 
of “judicious management” of their property ; and therefore he 
sanctioned such a course. Mr. Justica NEVILLE, on the other 
hand, definitely rejected the view that such a liability was an 
“incumbrance ” within the meaning of the statute, and therefore 
refused to sanction the application of capital-moneys to redeem 
it. It is true that in terms the two decisions do not necessarily 
conflict, but in substance they do, and therefore each is at present 
merely an authority upon the practice of one particular judge. 


Death Duties in the United States, 


PRACTITIONERS who are interested in questions involving 
some knowledge of the law governing the incidence of death 
duties in the United States should consult and read carefully 
two articles on the subject in the Zimes of February 23rd and 
26th. Quest‘ons relating to death duties levied by the American 
authorities on property of British subjects, or American subjects 
domiciled in some part of the British Empire, have recently 
come before the English courts, and also on appeal to the Privy 
Council from. overs2a courts. The articles in the Zimes deal in con- 
siderable detail with the rates of taxation in the different States, 
as these affect stock and shares in corporations, and from the 
point of view of the double taxation involved when the owner of 
stock or shares is not domiciled in the State in which the com- 
pany or corporation has its domicil. There being no federal law 
of incorporation, every corporate body owes its existence to, and 
is governed by, the law of a State. As there are now some 
forty-nine States, each with its own corporation-law, or—as an 
English lawyer would say—company-law, the situation in the 
United States is pretty complex. The State of New York 
occupies a position by itself, both with respect to its death 
duties and its corporation-law. The excessively high rate of 


death duty in this State bas,as we recently puinted out, brought 
about a reaction, and not only have the rates been lowered by 
recent legislation, but the abuse of double taxation has been 
remedied by exempting “intangible” property when held by 
a non-resident. “ Intangible” property includes stocks, shares, 
debts, &e. ‘The difference between the tax laws of New York 
and other States is made the basis of an ingenious scheme for 
evading “ inheritance tax” or death duties on American stocks 
or shares, in whatever State these may be held. It is suggested 
in the article referred to that, in the case of considerable holdings 
of stock by an Englishman residing in Europe, a New York 
corporation might be formed for the sole purpose of being tho 
legal and ostensible owner of stocks in other States. All the 
stock in this corporation would be held or controlled by the 
hypothetical Englishman, and on his death no tax or duty would 
be payable on this stock, he being a non-resident. Nor would 
any tax or duty be,payable in respect of the shares in corporations 
domiciled in other States, for the legal owner of these would be 
the New York corporation, which would not be affected, for this 
purpose, by the death of its principal stockholder. If such a 
scheme would hold water in the American courts, it certainly 
deserves serious consideration. Its ingenuity and plausibility 
are remarkable. 


Special Forms of Receipt and Negotiable 
Instruments. 

WE READ in one of the financial periodicals an article on the 
growing tendency of business houses, when paying accounts, to 
adopt their own special modes of payment. It sometimes happens 
that the person making the payment forwards his own form of 
receipt, on which he requires an acknowledgment of the payment 
to be made by the payee ; and sometimes he adopts a special form 
of order on his bank which requires the payee to sign either at 
the foot or back thereof (affixing, of course, a receipt stamp) as 
a condition of obtaining payment. In some few cases the payee 
is actually required to countersign the instrument of payment 
before payment can be obtained. The question has been raised 
whether a bank has a right to refuse payment of a cheque on 
the ground that the form of receipt on the back is not completed, 
although the cheque is duly endorsed in the ordinary way. The 
answer involves another question. Is such a document a cheque 
in the legal sense of the term? If by “cheque” is meant a 
doeument under the Bills of Exchange Act, it must necessarily 
be an unconditional order for the payment of a sum of money. 
An order to pay, subject to the fulfilment of a condition, is not a 
cheque within the meaning of the Act, and is not a negotiable 
instrument. It follows, therefore, that there is nothing in the 
Act to prevent the hanker from refusing to pay unless the 
prescribed conditions have been fulfilled. His duty and authority 
are limited by his instructions, and there is nothing to excuse 
him from his liability to his customer, the principal, 


Doctors’ Commons and David Copperfield. 

THE DEATH of Dr. TRISTRAM, the last surviving member of the 
College of Advocates, will draw attention to the curious and 
anomalous jurisdiction formerly exercised at Doctors’ Commons, 
and whizh was rudely disturbed by the Legislation of 1857. 
Doctors’ Commons is described in ‘“ David Copperfield” by 
CuHarLes DIcKENs as “a lazy old nook near St. Paul’s Church- 
yard . . . where they administer what they call ecclesiastical 
law . . . a place that has an ancient monopoly in suits about 
people’s wills and people’s marriages, and disputes among ships 
and boats. You shall find the judge in the nautical case, the 
advocate in the clergyman case, or contrariwise. They are like 
actors—now a man’s a judge and now he is not a judge.” David 
Copperfield visited the skylighted offices of Messrs. Spenlow and 
Jorkins, the proctors, and saw bundles of papers, some indorsed 
as “ Allegations” and some, to his surprise, as ‘‘ Libels,” some as 
being in the Consistory Court, some in the ‘‘ Arches Court,” some 
in the “Prerogative Court,” some in the Admiralty Court, and 
some in the “ Delegate’s ” Court. Two busy courts, the Admiralty 
and Probate and Divorce Divisions respectively, have been 
founded on the ruins of these ancient tribunals, but traces of 
the former jurisdiction are still to be recognized in the local 
Ecclesiastical Covrts, 
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Reform in the Election of American Judges. 

Tue system which prevails in the majority of the American 
States, by which the judges, instead of being appointed by the 
Executive or Legislature, are elected by the citizens at the polls, 
is regarded by many of the most enlightened Americans with 
regret, and an attempt has recently been made to interfere with 
party nominations for judicial office. Mr. Loomis, a Senator of 
New York, has laid a Bill before the Legislature which enacts 
that there shall be a separate ballot paper for all candidates for 
judicial office, in which their names shall be printed without 
party designations. The “party column” under the existing 
system by which a voter casts his vote for a list of candidates 
recommended by his party, with the fatally easy method of voting 
for all the candidates by a single mark, has given the wirepullers 
the control of the elections. A law by which the candidates for 
judgeships are taken out of the party column and placed upon 
a separate paper, their names in alphabetical order without 
party designations, will seriously interfere with a system which 
— to the bench party hacks with little or no experience of the 
ar. . 


Damages for the Loss of Share Certificates. 

SHARE CERTIFICATES are so often lost or mislaid by the 
owners that a decision as to the principle upon which their value 
should be assessed will be read with interest by those who have 
occasion to take proceedings against railway and other carriers 
for the loss of goods. This principle is stated by De VILLIERs, 
C.J. in the Supreme Court of South Africa (S. A. L. R. 93), as 
follows : “It is perfectly clear that when share certificates are 
lost, it does not follow that assets have been lost, because the 
certificates in their very nature are replaceable. A share certifi- 
cate is not like a horse or an ox, the value of which to the 
owner is destroyed when the thing is lost. By applying and 
proving one’s case to the proper authorities, one can obtain an 
issue of like shares, therefore the proper measure of damages 
would be the amount the owner would have to expend in 
obtaining duplicate certificates. There is no evidence before the 
court as to what that would cost, but I take it it would be 
practically a nominal amount.” 


What are ‘‘ Sweets” Under Licences to Sell 
Liquors and Sweets? 

THE LICENCES for the sale by retail of intoxicating drink 
employ terms which are not always intelligible to the community 
at large. The full publican’s licence authorizes the sale by 
retail of spirits, beer, cider, wine and “sweets.” “Sweets” 
means, we are informed, any liquor which is made from fruit 
and sugar, or from fruit or sugar mixed with any other material, 
and which has undergone a process of fermentation in the 
manufacture. It includes British wines, mead (does any one 
drink mead at a public-house ?) and metheglin. But if we go 
back to the excise licences of the eighteenth century we find that 
they refer to “ mum,” cider and perry. We have inquired after 
“mum,” and find that it was a kind of beer prepared from wheat 
and oat malt, ground beans, the inner rind of the fir and certain 
sweet herbs. It is described as a “hearty and strengthening 
liquor,” but it appears to have gone wholly out of fashion. 


Larceny of Dwelling Houses. 

Four MEN have, it is stated, been committed for trial in the 
county of Waterford charged with “stealing, taking and 
carrying away four dwelling houses.” This charge will surprise 
those who have been taught that there cannot be larceny of 
things savouring of the realty, but it may perhaps be explained by 
the supposition that the “dwelling houses” were really move 
able chattels resting on the ground, and in the nature of booths 
or ‘tents. We can find no case in which it has been held that such 
portable habitations may be the subject of larceny, but such a 
decision seems to be in accordance with the well-established rales 
of the common law. 








A judge in Texas, says the Daily Express, adjourned the court to 
thrash a barrister who questioned his veracity, resumed his seat on 
the bench, fined himself for assault, and proceeded with the case. 





Charities and the Rule Against 


Perpetuities. 


THE recent decision of Eve, J., in Re Da Costa (1912, 1 Ch. 337) 
furnishes an interesting example of the principles which are now 
held to govern the rule against perpetuities. That rule requires 
to be distinguished from the rule which forbids a limitation, 
after a life estate to an unborn person, to the children of such 
person; a rule which has sometimes been founded on the 
objection to double possibilities, bat which is, in fact, an 
independent rule having a similar effect to the rule against 
perpetuities, but different in its history, and applying both to legal 
(Whithyv. Mitchell, 44Ch. D.85) and equitable estates (?e Nash, Cook 
v. Frederick, 1910, 1 Ch. 1). Before Whitby v. Mitchell, indeed, 
it was a question whether the earlier rule had not been displaced 
by the modern rule, and it would not have beon an unreasonable 
step to simplify the law by allowing asingle rule to govern the 
period within which future limitations must take effect. But the 
Court of Appeal decided against this view, and the two rules 
have still to be reckoned with ; in regard, that is, to real estate, 
for in regard to personal estate the modern rule against per- 
petuities—namely, that future interests must vest within a life 
or lives in being or within twenty-one years after—is alone 
applicable (Re Bowles, 1902, 2 Ch. 650). 

The modern rule against perpetuities also has been illustrated, 
and, it may be, extended, by recent decisions. It applies to 
contingent equitable interests in real estate, and to all contingent 
interests in personalty, and it bas been decided that it applies 
also to legal contingent limitations, notwithstanding that the 
remoteness of these was also restrained, under the former law, 
by their liability to destruction through failure to vest on the 
cessation of the preceding freehold estate (Ie Ashforth, 1905, 
1 Ch. 535). Moreover, the rule applies to a common law con- 
dition operating in defeasance of a precedent estate of freehold. 
This was the point which was decided by Byrne, J., in the 
Hollis Hospital Case (1899, 2 Ch. 540) in opposition to the 
opinion expressed in Challis’s Real Property (3rd ed., p. 187). 
There land was conveyed to a charity subject to a condition of 
reverter to the heirs of the grantor if it was ever employed for 
purposes other than those prescribed. Considered as a shifting 
use this would clearly have been void for infringing the rule 
against perpetuities, but Byrng, J., held that, though it was 
not a sbifting use but a common law condition, it was equally 
obnoxious to the rule. Thus the tendency of modern decisions 
has been to bring all future interests in real property within the 
rule ; but in two cases the rule does not apply : first, where there 
is a gift to a charity followed by a gift over to another charity 
(Christ’s Hospital Trustees v. Grainger, 1 Mac. & G. 460) ; and 
secondly, where, after a conditional limitation to a charity for an 
indefinite period, the estate is to devolve, on breach of the 
condition, in accordance with the law. The former exception 
rests on the consideration that the rule against perpetuities does not 
apply to charities, and it is immaterial whether the land is held 
by one charity or another. The transfer makes it neither more 
nor less alienable. The second exception rests also, in the first 
instance, on the same consideration. The gift to the charity 
being outside the rule, the trust may be made to last for an 
indefinite period, and when that period comes to an end the 
property will devolve in the same way as if the trust had never 
been created ; and an express direction which produces the same 
effect is not void. “A direction,” said NortH, J., in Re Randell 
(38 Ch. D. 213), “that in a particular event a fund shall go in the 
way in which the law would make it go in the absence of such a 
direction cannot be said to be an invalid gift, or contrary to the 
policy of the law.” This was followed by Bucxktey, J., in Jie 
Blunt’s Trusts (1904, 2 Ch. 767), where a testatrix bequeathed 
the income of a sum of money for the purpose of carrying on 
certain schools, but if at any time public funds were provided for 
this purpose, the money was to fall into her residuary estate. 
This event happened, and it was held that the money fell into 
the residue by law, and that there was no necessity to resort 
to the gift over. In Re Bowen (1893, 2 Ch. 491), a different 
result was arrived at where the direction was that the fund 
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should go to the residuary legatees in the same manner as they 
took the residue. This was, however, in effect, the sameas a 
direction that the fund should fall into the residue, and it may 
be doubted whether the distinction can be supported. 

In the present case of Re Da Costa (supra) real estate in South 
Australia was devised to trustees upon trust for successive 
tenants for life, and on the death of the last survivor the estate 
was to be conveyed to the council of a school at Adelaide ; but 
this disposition was on condition that the council published 
annual accounts, and, on their failure to do so, the estate was 
to go to such persons and for such public purposes as the 
Governor of South Australia should direct. The latter gift, so 
Eve, J., held, was void. This was in accordance with Blair v. 
Duncan (1902, A. C. 37), where a gift by a testator to “such 
charitable or public purposes” as her trustees should think 
proper was void for uncertainty. Trustees may select among 
charitable purposes, and a bequest so limited is not void. But 
this is a rule established in favour of charities. It does not 
extend to “‘public purposes,” and unless the testator himself 
defines such purposes the gift is void for uncertainty. Hence, in 
the present case there was no room for the application of the 
rule in Christ’s Hospital v. Grainger (supra). The testator’s 
heiress-at-law, indeed, had devised all her real estate at Adelaide 
for a charitable purpose, and hence, if she was entitled, the land 
would, in fact, ultimately go, on breach of the condition, in 
favour of a charity. But this, of course, was not equivalent to a 
direct limitation over from one charity to another. 

The ultimate gift being thus void, the effect of the conditional 
limitation to the school council had to be considered as though 
such gift had not been made, and the result depended on whether 
it was a conditional limitation for an indefinite period—in which 
case, on the determination of the psriod, the property would 
revert to the heiress-at-law of the testator—or whether it was an 
absolute gift with 2 common law condition subsequent. It seems 
clear that the latter view was correct, and so the learned judge 
held. This brought the case directly within the authority of 
the Hollis Hospital Case (supra). Hence the condition was in 
breach of the rule against perpetuities and was voi}, and the 
last surviving tenant for life having died, the school council 
were entitled to a conveyance of the property without reference 
to the condition. 








The Effect of the Conveyancing 
Act, 1911. 


(4) The Remedies of Rent-chargers (continucd 
Jrom page 342). 

Once the doubts had been started with regard to the new 
statutory provisions of the Act of 1881, members of the pro- 
fession began to look askance at the old remedial rent-charge 
clauses, and began to doubt the validity of powers of entry 
given in grants of perpetual rent-charges. It was pointed out 
that when the law had sanctioned these old remedial clauses 
the rule against perpetuities was unknown; and that it was not 
until long after the two decisions we have referred to above, 
that that rule was first laid down. No doubt this is historically 
correct. These doubts were considerably increased by the 
certain dicta in the two cases of Dunn v. Flood (1883, 25 Ch. 
D. 629) and Le Hollis’ Hospital Trustees and Hague’s Contract 
(1899, 2 Ch. 540). 

Parenthetically, we may add that it appears to us that to 
cast doubts upon the validity of powers of entry under the old 
remedial clauses contained in grants of rent-charges was to cast 
doubts on the validity of the rent-charge as a legal entity. It 
is futile to strike at the very root of a form of property which 
has been recognized by our law for many centuries past. To 
attack rent-charges on the ground of perpetuities is to overlook 
their fundamental nature. Neither of the two last-mentioned 


cases was a rent-charge case; and the reader will search the 
reports of those two cases in vain if he expects to find in them 
anythin 
remedial rent-charge clauses. 


which directly challenges the validity of the old 
It is not surprising that the 


raising of doubts as to the validity of powers of entry should 
have called forth more than one learned writer to champion 
the cause of the rent-charge. 

So far as any question as to perpetuity is concerned, section 6 
of the Conveyancing Act, 1911, has certainly cleared the air. 
The rule of law relating to perpetuities, it declares, does not 
apply to any powers or remedies conferred by section 44 of the 
“Act of 1881, nor to the same or like powers or remedies con- 
ferred by any instrument for recovering or compelling the 
payment of any annual sum within the meaning of the latter 
section. Incidentally, we may mention that the new section is 
retrospective. 

It is to be regretted, however, that while the Legislature was 
dispelling the doubts which have gathered round section 44 of 
the Act of 1881, some attempt was not made to rid sub-section 
(4) of some of its obscurity. If the reader will refer to the text 
of that sub-section which we set out last week, he will be in 
the position of appreciating the following remarks. Suppose the 
owner of a perpetual rent-charge, whose rent-charge is in arrear, 
to demise the charged land to a trustee on trust to sell the term. 
When the trustee has sold he will have a large capital sum in 
his hands. Out of this he will pay the arrears to the rent- 
charger and satisfy all costs and expenses. But what is to be 
done with the balance ? He is entitled to satisfy all arrears “ to 
become due.” Is he to retain capital against the arrears which 
may become due in perpetuity? If so, what is to be done witb 
income in the meantime? The sub-section lays it down that 
under the trusts of the deed the surplus of the money raised 
shall be paid to the person for the time being entitled to the land 
in reversion immediately expectant on the term. If the trustee 
pays over the balance, the rent-charger’s security is gone—at 
any rate until the term has expired. 

In truth, section 44 of the Act of 1881 was never a very 
fortunate piece of legislation. Its fourth sub-section was clearly 
taken from the clauses inserted in settlements. Perpetual rent- 
charges are never limited in settlements. As the settlement 
clauses were only inserted for life rent-chargers, the sub-section 
is, as regards perpetual rent-chargers, an unfortunate misfit, and 
so far as perpetual rent-chargers are concerned, section 6 of the 
Act of 1911 has not improved the cut. 


(5) Miscellaneous. 


It remains, in conclusion, to consider the provisions of the Act 
which have not been dealt with under the foregoing heads. 

Sales of Incumbered Estates.—Under section 5 of the Convey- 
ancing Act, 1881, a sale of incumbered land can be effected on 
payment into court of the amount of the incumbrances with a 
margin for costs and contingencies ; but by section 69 notice of 
an application by a vendor for this purpose must be served on “ the 
purchaser.” This causes needless trouble and expense upon the 
sale of an estate in lots; and to meet this and other cases where 
numerous persons are interested, it is provided, by section 1 of 
the present Act, that the court may dispense with service on any 
purchaser or vendor. 

Assigninents of Rights of Me-entry.—Rights of re-entry were 
made assignable by section 6 of the Real Property Act, 1845, 
but in Hunt v. Bishop (8 Ex. 675) it was held that this only 
applies to rights of entry after disseisin, and not to a right of 
entry for a condition broken. Consequently, upon an assign- 
ment of a reversion on a lease, the grantee of the reversion is not 
entitled to take advantage of a forfeiture incurred before the 
assignment ; and it has been assumed that the same rule applies 
to section 10 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881 (see Cohen v. Tannar, 
1900, 2 Q. B. 609). Section 2 of the Conveyancing Act, 1911, 
overrules these decisions by providing that section 10 of the 
Act of 1881 shall apply in favour of any person entitled to the 
income of the land leased, so as to enable them to take advan- 
tage of a condition of re-entry or forfeiture for breach of any 
covenant or condition in the lease, notwithstanding he became 
entitled after the condition hid become enforceable, provided 
he became entitled after the commencement of the present Act. 

Removal of Restraint on Alienation.—By section 39 of the Con- 
veyancing Act, 1881, the court was empowered to bind the 








interest of a married woman in any property, notwithstanding 





Reo Lemp erecre 











358 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. _ 


March 16, 1912. 








that she was restrained from anticipation, where this appeared 
to be for her benefit, and orders under the section have frequently 
been made. But the section did not apply in cases where the 
married woman's incapacity to dispose cf the property arose 
otherwise than from a restraint on anticipation. Thus, where 
she is entitled to areversionary interest in personal estate under a 
marriage settlement, she has no power to dispose of it either 
under Malin’s Act (20 & 21 Vict., c. 57; see section 4), or 
under the Married Women’s Property Act, 181 (see section 19). 
Section 7 of the present Act repeals section 39 of the Convey- 
ancing Act, 1881, and substitutes a more comprehensive section 
intended to cover this and any other similar cases. The power 
of the court to bind the married woman’s interest will extend to 
cases where she “‘is restrained from anticipation or from aliena- 
tion in respect of any property or any interest in property 
belonging to her, or is by law unable to dispose of or bind such 
property or ber interest therein, including a reversionary intercst 
arising under her marriage settlement.” 

Conveyance by Executors.—Section 12 meets the difficulty caused 
by the decision of Kekewicu, J., in te Pawley and London & 
Provincial Bank (1900, 1 Ch, 58), that, on a conveyance of real 
estate by executors under the Land Transfer Act, 1897, part L., 
it is necessary for all the executors to concur, whether they 
have proved or not, unless they disclaim. It is now provided 
that, where probate is granted to one or some of several persons 
named as executora, a conveyance by the proving executor or 
executors shall be as effectual as if all the persons named as 
executors had concurred therein. Notwithstanding a question 
that has been raised as to the use of the word “several” (see 
Correspondence, ante, pp. 138, 158, 174), the section 2 to 
be effectual for its purpose. It applies to transfers made before, 
as well as after, the commencement of the Act. 

Transfer of Trust Mortgages.—In transfers of trust mortgages 
to new trustees it is the practice to keep the trusts off the title, 
but the efficacy of this has been doubtful in cases where the 
transfer bears a 10s. stamp under the Stamp Act, 1891, s. 62, 
or the Finance Act, 1902, s. 9, instead of ud valorem. In fact, 
the stamp is a distinct intimation that the transfer is to new 
trustees. But the advantages of the practice are considerable, and 
section 13 of the present Act confirms it by providing that the 
10s. stamp shall not operate as notice of the trust. This section 
also is retrospective. 

Manage ment of Lands of Infunt.—The powers of section 42 of 
the Conveyancing Act, 1881, for management of the lands of 
an infant and application of the income, apply where the owner is 
“an infant and being « woman is also unmarried.” The words 
in italics are repealed by section 14 of the present Act. 

It may be added that the new Act sanctions the short title 
of “The Conveyancing Act, 1881,” and this may be taken by 
future legislators as a hint that a “short title” should really be 
short. 











Reviews. 
Mortgages. 


Asupurner’s Concis—E TREATISE ON MortGAGes, PLEDGES, AND 
Liens. Seconp Epirion. By W. F. Wesster, Barrister-at-Law. 
sutterworth & Co, 

The design of this work is excellent. The current treatises on the 
law of mortgages tend to too great diffusiveness, and there is room 
for a work combining at once conciseness and completeness. Mr. 
Webster has endeavoured to edit “ Ashburner” so as to do this, and 
in some respects he has been successful. The subject is dealt with 
in a series of chapters, each with a well-defined subject-matter, and 
collecting in a few pages all the relevant authorities. In this way it 
has been possible to cover a very wide field without unduly increasing 
the size of the book. And the text of the various chapters exhibits 
in many instances the rules applicable to the matter in hand with 
commendable lucidity. Thus at p. 388 the rules as to the priority of 
mortgages in regard to the costs of administration proceedings ; at 
p. 390 the circumstances under which a mortgagee forfeits his right 
to costs ; and at p. 542 the rules as to getting in the legal estate from 
a trustee are stated in a convenient and informing manner. 

Unfortunately, however, the details which go to make the success 
of awork of this kind have been overlooked. There are errors in names 





and references which are quite unusual—at any rate in modern law 
books. Rimmr v. Webster (1902, 2 Ch. 163) and Oliver v. Hinton 
(1899, 2 Ch. 264) are important and well-known decisions on priorities, 
but they each appear twice over as Reinmer v. Webster and Oliver y, 
Hierton; and Perham v. Kempster (1907, 1 Ch. 373) becomes Perham 
v. Kempoke ; and the mistakes in references suggest that the proofs 
were not corrected. 9 Jac. & W. (at p. 248), 9 Jo. and Lat. (at 
P 416), and 97 W. R. (at p. 280) are books unknown to the law 
ibrary, and 4 Ir. (p. 382) is not exactly informing. At p. 269 
Claridge v. South Staffordshire Tramway Co. (1892, 1 Q. B. 422) is 
quoted without intimation that it has been overruled by Re Winkyeld 
(1902, P. 42), and we think Bath v. Standard Land Co. (1911, 1 Ch.618) 
was decided in time to avoid the reference at p. 394 to Kovanagh v. 
Working Man’s Building Society (1896, 1 f R. 56) as a current 
decision. The statute law is inconveniently dealt with, and is inter- 
polated in the various chapters in a way to embarrass the reader ; 
and too little attention has been paid to bringing incidental matter up 
to date. Cases on registration with an indefeasible title under the 
Land Registry Act, 1862, are quoted at p. 254 without any suggestion 
that they may not be applicable to the existing system of registration 
of title ; and at p. 650 the statement that the heir of the mortgagor is 
a necessary party to a foreclosure action overlooks the Land Transfer 
Act, 1897. 

These are matters which detract from the utility of the 
book, and if it is to attain a position as a standard text-book, the 
next edition should see the arrangement of the subject-matter of 
the various chapters substantially altered and the references 
corrected. Mr. Webster calls attention at p. 535 to the curious 
development in recent Irish cases as to priorities of incumbrancers 
over cestuis que trust ; but at p. 297 he might have been a little bolder 
in the treatment of the right of an equitable owner to recover 
possession without bringing the legal estate before the court. Aden 
v. Woods (68 L. T. 143) stands on its special circumstances, aud the 
correct view was taken in Antrim County Land Co, v. Stewart 
(1904, 2 Ir. KR. 357). 





Books of the Week. 


Statutes —Butterwcrth’s Twentieth Century Statutes (Anno- 
tated), Vol. VII., containing the Public General Acts passed in the 
vear 1911, excluding Acts in force only in Scotland and the Isle 
of Man ; issued under the General Editorship of H. H. Kine, Esq., 
B.A., LL.B. Butterworth & Co. 

Finance Acts,—The Finance Acts, 1894, 1896, 1898, 1900 and 
1907, and the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910 (57 & 58 Vict., c. 30, 59 & 
60 Vict., c. 28, 61 & 62 Vict., c. 10, 63 Vict., c. 7, 7 Edw. 7, c. 13, 
10 Edw. 7, ¢. 8), so far as they relate to the Estate Duty and other 
Death Duties in England. With Notes, Rules and Table of Forms. 
By James Austen CartMmet, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. — Fifth 
Edition (enlarged). By Freperick McMuuian, M.A., LL.M., 
Barrister-at Law. Wildy & Sons. 

Coal Mines,—The Coal Mines Act, 1911, and other Acts affect 
ing Mines and Quarries. With a Commentary. By Ropert Forster 
MacSwryney and P. Lioyp-Greamg, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & 
Maxwell (Limited). 

Index of Cases.—Index of Cases Judicially Noticed, 1904-1910 
(Supplement), containing Every Case cited in Judgments reported in 
the Law Reports from the Commencement of 1904 to the End of 1910, 
as also a Statement of the Manner in which each Case is dealt with 
in its Place of Citation. By A. N. Kant, M.A. B.L. Butterworth 
& Co. 


° New Orders, &c. 


Bankruptcy Acts, 1883 and 1%go0. 
ORDER AS TO FEES. 

I, the Right Honourable Robert Threshie, Earl Loreburn, Lord 
High Chancellor of Great Britain, do, by virtue of the — vested 
in me by the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, prescribe that the fees in the 
scale hereto annexed shall from and after the 1st day of April, 1912, 
be charged and taken in lieu of the fees in Table C of the scale 
annexed to the Order as to fees and percentages, dated the 16th day 
of December, 1890. 

Dated the 30th day of December, 1911. 

(Signed) LorEsuRy, U. 


y ‘abl C. d. 
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Serving every bankruptcy notice, bankruptcy petition, or 
subpeena or receiving or other order (not serviceable by  s. d. 
post) including affidavit of service ... nit. aa a we 

If serviceable by post oe a om al mo “on © 

Executing every warrant of seizure, or search warrant, or 
warrant of apprehension, or order of commitment ... ~~ ae @ 

Keeping possession under a warrant, for each day the ma 
is actually in possession ; including affidavit of possession 
being actually kept aa aa es oie sil ia 

(Not less than 3s. 6d. of the above sum is to be paid to 
the man in possession, and his receipt produced.) 

High bailiffs, or (in the London district) ofticer’s man, 
travelling to place of possession, or to execute a warrant 
of or order of commitment, or to serve a summons or 
subpeena, or for any other purpose specially directed by 
the Court, the amount actually and reasonably expended 
in travelling. 

His time, per day, where distance exceeds 19 miles ... fae 

His expenses, per day ie a ii 5 Se 

If high bailiff of a County Court or bankruptcy officer of 
Supreme Court directed by the Court personally to travel, 
the amount actually and reasonably expended in travelling. 

His time, per day ... ave = ane swe os is 0 

His expenses, per day _ — mt 10 0 
We, the undersigned, being two of the Lords Commissioners of 

~ Majesty's Treasury, do hereby sanction the foregoing scale of 

ees. , 


~ > 
on) 


(Signed) Wriiram Jones. 
; Joun W. GULLAND. 
Dated this 29th January, 1912. 





Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908. 
ORDER AS TO FEEs. 


I, the Right Honourable Robert Threshie, Earl Loreburn, Lord 
High Chancellor of Great Britain, do; by virtue of the powers 
vested in me by the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, direct 
that the fees in the scale hereto annexed shall, from and after the 
Ist day of April, 1912, be the fees to be paid in lieu of the fees in 
Table C of the scale annexed to the Order as to Fees under the 
Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, dated the 2nd day of December, 
1903. 

Dated the 30th day of December, 1911. 

: (Signed) Loresurn, C. 
Table C. 
d. 

High bailiff for attending sittings of the Court, under each 
winding-up order, per case ; uot ‘an ovr an 

Serving every petition or subpoena or winding-up or other 
order (not serviceable by post) including affidavit of 
service... ‘ns wes on on vat ee » 9 

If serviceable by post . asa in ia “ie ese 

Executing every warrant of seizure, or search warrant, or 
warrant of apprehension, or order of commitment oe 10 @ 

Keeping possession under a warrant, for each day the man 
is actually in possession ; including affidavit of possession 
being actually kept ae ed ae oe <a oe 

(Not less than 3s. 6d. of the above sum is to be paid to 
the man in possession, and his receipt produced.) 

High bailiffs or (in the London District) ofticer’s man, 
travelling to place of possession, or to execute a warrant 
of or order of commitment, or to serve a summons or sub- 
poena, or for any other purpose specially directed by the 
Court, the amount actually and reasonably expended in 
travelling. 

His time, per day, where distance exceeds 10 miles ... — 

His expenses, per day, _,, - - wise Se 

If high bailiff of a County Court or officer of Supreme Court 
directed by the Court personally to travel, the amount 
actually and reasonably expended in travelling. 

His time, per day ... nes “ axe eos oe 10 0 

His expenses, perday ... ... ios det oo )6=—l os OO 
We, the undersigned, being two of the Lords Commissioners of 

~ Majesty's Treasury, do hereby sanction the foregoing scale of 

ees. 


6 0 


(Signed) Wrti1am Jongs. 
Joun W. GULLAND. 
Dated this 29th January, 1912. 








_ A memorial to Francis Bacon is, says the Times, about to be erected 
in the South-square of Gray’s Inn, of which he was so famous a member. 
Foundations have already been laid in the grass plot in the centre of 
the square. It is understood that the memorial will be a statue. 


- 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords, 


ECCLES PROVIDENT INDUSTRIAL SOCIETY (LIM.) v. 
GRIFFITHS. 4th March. 


Inpustr1aL Soctety—NoMINATION OF PROPERTY BY MemMBERS—SuM NOT 
Exceepinc £100 at Time or Nomination—Sum Exceepina £100 at 
Time or DeatH—VALIpITy OF NoMINATION—‘‘ PROVIDED THE AMOUNT 
DOES NOT ‘THEN’ Excerep £100’’—INDUSTRIAL AND PROVIDENT 
Societies Act, 1893, s. 25. 


A member of an industrial society registered under the Friendly 
Societies Acts nominated the plaintiff as the person to whom, on hia 
death, his property in the society should be transferred. At that time 
the nominator had £98 13s. standing to his credit, but at the date of 
his death that sum with added interest exceeded £100. 

By section 25 (1) of the Industrial and Provident Societies Act, 1893, 
a member of a registered friendly society may nominate a person to 
whom his property in the society shall be transferred on his decease,, 
‘‘provided the amount credited to him in the books of the society does 
not then exceed £100.” 

Held, that the time at which the limit of amount fixed by the section 
was to be taken, was the date of the nomination, and not the date oh 
the nominator’s death. 

Decision of Court of Appeal (Farwell, L.J., dissenting) (55 Soxsct- 
TORS’ JOURNAL, 440; 1911, 2 K. B. 275) affirmed. 


Appeal by the society from a decision of the majority of the Court 
of Appeal in an action tried at the Manchester Assizes before Avory, 
J., without a jury, which resulted in judgment for the plaintiff for 
£103 6s. 7d. with costs. By section 25 of the Act of 1893 a member 
of a registered society may, by writing under his hand, nominate any 
person or persons, subject to certain exceptions, ‘‘to or among whom 
his property in the society, whether in shares, loans, or deposits, or 
so much thereof as is specified in such nomination, if the nomination 
does not comprise the whole, shall be transferred at his decease, pro- 
vided the amount credited to him in the books of the society does not 
then exceed £100.’’ The point in dispute was when did the word 
“then”? apply? Was it at the time that the nomination was made, 
or was it at the time of the man’s death? A member of the society, 
named James Parry, nominated the respondent, George Griffiths, 
as the person to whom, on his death, the society should 
pay over all his property in the society. At the time that 
Parry filled in the nomination form the amount credited to him in the 
books of the society did not exceed £100, but was £98 13s. The form 
was filled in in April, 1909. He never revoked his nomination in 
favour of Griffiths, and on the nominator’s death in February, 1910, 
Griffiths was told that the nomination was inoperative because a sum 
of £4 13s. 7d. interest on the £98 odd had accrued since April, 1909, 
and the account having been credited with that sum, there was then 
more than £100 to his credit in the books of the society. Accordingly 
the society paid the money, £103 6s. 7d., to the executors of the will. 
The plaintiff said they had no power to do this, because the word 
‘“‘then’’ in the section above referred to had reference to the time 
when the member made his nomination, and not to the time of his 
decease. 

Tue House took time for consideration. 

Earl Loresurn, C., said he would not deal with the arguments in 
this case, because his noble atid learned friends had done so fully in 
their judgments. In his opinion the order of the majority of the 
Court of Appeal ought to be affirmed. 

Lord Mersey read a judgment in which he said the question was 
whether the word ‘‘ then ”’ as used in the last line of sub-section 1 of 
section 25 of the Industrial and Provident Societies Act, 1893, referred 
to the date of the nomination mentioned in the section or to the date 
of the death of the nominator. Avory, J., who tried the case, and 
two of the three Lords Justices, were of opinion that it referred to 
the date of the nomination. He agreed with the majority in the Court 
of Appeal, and the judgment pronounced in accordance with it ought 
to stand. 

Lord ATKINSON gave judgment to the same effect. In his opinion 
the intention of the statute was to enable a member to nominate a 
person to whom his property in the society should pass on his death 
without the State levying upon such property the toll demanded if 
probate or administration proceedings had to be instituted. To safe- 
guard the State £100 was the limit which at the time of nomination 
a member could leave in this way free of liability for duty. 

Lord SHaw was glad to think that though he did not share the view 
expressed by the other members of the House, the construction, which 
indeed he regarded as the only legitimate one, was one which manifestly 
squared with the construction put upon their rights by the society 
and the shareholders themselves, and also with the general legislative 
scheme as to small estates. He entertained great apprehensions as to 
the hindrance to the simple operations of payments and withdrawals 
if the effect of a nomination was to attach particular funds and 
prevent members or depositors from dealing freely with their means 
unless after execution at such transactions of revocations or fresh 
nominations. In the view that he took he did not think that the pro- 
visions of the statute warranted such results. It was with real regret 
and much diffidence that he found himself out of agreement with his 
noble friends whose judgments had been read. But he was humbly 
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of opinion that the judgments of the courts below should be reversed, 
and that the suit at the instance of the executors should be dismissed. 
By a majority the appeal was dismissed with costs.—CounseL, Danck- 
werts, K.C., and HZ. CU. Burgis, for the society; Rycro/t and G. Jessel 
Rycroft, for the respondent. Soricrrors, Bower, Cotton, & Bower, 
for Aston, Harwood, & Somers, Manchester; Braikenridge & Edwards, 
for 1. Gilman Jones, Salford. : 

[Reported by Exsatwe Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


NORTHERN ASSURANCE CO. (LIM.) ». FARNHAM UNITED BREWERIES 
(LIM.). Joyce, J. 27th, 28th, and 29th Feb. ; 8th March. 
Company—Desentures—CONVERSION oF REDEEMABLE DEBENTURES INTO 

IRREDEEMABLE—Powers or DespenturE Ho“tpeRsS—MOpDIFICATION OF 
Ricuts or Desentrure Hotpers—Exercise or Powers—ConpITION 
PRECEDENT—PoweER oF Majority to Binp DissentIeENT MINORITY 
Power or Company to Pay ory Debentures. 


A company issued debentures redeemable in 1919, the conditions of the 
trust deed providing that the holders might by extraordinary resolution 


sanction any modification or compromise of the rights of the 
debenture holders against the company or its property, or 
any modification of the trust deed as recommended by the 
trustees, By an extraordinary resolution, duly proposed and 
carried at a meeting of the debenture holders, certain modi 

fications in the trust deed were approved, in particular the con- 


version of the debentures into irredeemable debentures, the provision 


of a sinking fund by the company for the gradual reduction of the 
| 


debentures, and certain extensions of the powers of the trustees. 
minority of the debenture holders refused to be bound by the resolution. 
Held, that there was no implied condition that the powers of the 
debenture holders could only be exercised in the event of some serious 
occasion arising; that the effect of the resolution was a modification 
of the rights of the debenture holders, that there was no reason to fear 
that any inequality or unfairness would be caused there by, and that 
accordingly the resolution was valid and binding upon the minority. 


In the year 1890 the defendant company issued first mortgage deben- 
tures of £100 each to the amount of £200,000, each containing a 
covenant by the company to redeem on or before the 30th of Septem 
ber, 1909. ‘The trust deed provided that as between the several holders 
of the debentures the same should rank pari passu without preference 
or priority by reason of date of issue or otherwise. Clause 13 of 
schedule V. to the trust deed provided that a general meeting of the 
debenture holders should have power, exercisable by extraordinary 
resolution, (1) to sanction the release of any of the mortgaged premises ; 


(2) to sanction any modification or compromise of the rights 
of the debenture holders against the company or against its 
property, whether such rights should arise under the deben- 
tures or under the trust deed; (3) to assent to any modi 


fication ef the trust deed recommended by the trustees. Clause 14 
provided that an extraordinary resolution of the debenture holders 
passed at a general meeting duly convened and held in accordance with 
the trust deed should be binding upon all the debenture holders, whether 
present or not present at such meeting, and each of the debenture holders 
should be bound to give effect thereto accordingly. Clause 15 provided 
that the expression ‘‘ extraordinary resolution’? when used in the 
schedule should mean a resolution passed at a meeting of the debenture 
holders duly convened and held in accordance with the provisions con- 
tained in the schedule by a majority of not less than three-fourths of 
the number of persons voting thereat. By an indenture dated the 1st 
of May, 1907, made between the company and the trustees of the de- 
benture holders, and expressed to be supplemental to the above trust 
deed and purporting to be in accordance with an extraordinary resolu- 
tion of the debenture holders, passed on the 19th of April, 1907, the 
date of redamption of the debentures was postponed to the 30th of 
September, 1919, and certain further freehold and leasehold premises 
were assured by way of further security. On the 7th of December. 
1910, notice was given to the debenture holders of a meeting to be 
held on the 16th of December for the purpose of considering and, if 
thought fit, passing an extraordinary resolution sanctioning certain 
proposed modifications of the rights of the debenture holders and of 
the trust deed, which were recommended by the trustees, the chief 
object of the proposed modifications being the conversion of the deben 
tures into perpetual debentures and the provision by the company of 


a sinking fund for the gradual reduction of the debentures 
by purchase or redemption, and the extension of the powers 
of the trustees in certain directions. The meeting was held 
on the 16th of December, 1910, and a resolution in accordance 
with the notice duly proposed, which resolution was opposed 


by the plaintiffs, holders of fifty debentures for the total amount of 
£5,000, but subsequently carried, on a show of hands, by thirty-two to 
six, and, on a poll being taken, by 1,238 votes to 141. A further 
supplemental trust deed, dated the 31st of De ember, 1910, provided 
inter alia, that the trustees might from time to time before or after 
the 30th of September, 1919, purchase any of the debentures out of 
money in their hands applicable for the purpose under the trust deed at 
any price not exceeding £5 per cent. premium. The plaintiffs claimed 
a declaration that the resolution passed on the 16th of December 
1910, was ultra vires and not binding on the plaintiffs, an order de. 
claring that the supplemental trust deed of the 31st of December, 


1910, was invalid and unauthorised, and an injunction to restrain the 
defendant company from giving effect to the resolution. 

Joyce, J., in the course of his judgment, said : In my opinion this 
action is not properly constituted, particularly in that the plaintiffs do 
not sue on behalf of themselves and other debenture holders, nor was 
anyone made a party to defend on behalf of the majority who passed 
the resolution. Any order I might make could not bind the other 
debenture holders. The principal complaint is that the resolution im- 
peached, to put it broadly, as in the case of Re Joseph Stocks & Co. 
(54 Soticrrors’ JournaL, 31) before Eve, J., converted what are com- 
monly termed redeemable debentures into irredeemable or perpetual 
debentures. This was not an act of the trustees or anyone in a fidu: lary 
capacity, but this offence was the vote of the majority of the debenture 
holders themselves in general meeting, after discussion, and in face 
of the opposition of the plaintiffs. The provisions of the debenture 
trust deed enable a certain majority assembled in a certain manner to 
do what they all collectively and individually might have done if of one 
mind sui juris and competent. They enable such majority to override 
what Mellish, L.J., would have called ‘‘a few cantankerous debenture 
holders.’”’ In the first place, the plaintiffs, founding their case on the 
observations of Vaughan Williams, L.J., in Walker v. Elmore’s German 
dc. Co. (85 L. T. 767), where the terms of the clause conferring the 
powers were quite different from those in this case, contended that 
the powers conferred by Clause 13 of modifying the rights of the deben- 
ture holders could not be exercised until some serious occasion arose, 
which in the judgment of the court, or someone else, rendered it plainly 
expedient or absolutely necessary to have recourse to the exercise of 
the powers in question, and that the existence of this necessity was in 
effect a condition precedent to any exercise of the power to modify the 
rights of the debenture holders. There is no such condition expressed 
or necessarily implied anywhere on the document; on the subject of 
implying clauses I refer to Hamlyn & Co. v. Wood & Co. (1891, 2 Q. B. 
488). Of course, there can be no ‘‘ compromise ”’ in the absence of any 
dispute or question having arisen. What Fry, L.J., said in Mercantile 
Investment & General Trust Co. v. International Company of Mezico 
(1893, 1 Ch. 490, note) was nothing about implied conditions, but merely 
this: ‘‘Is this transaction a modification or compromise of the rights 
of the debenture holders against the American company or against its 
property? If this question be answered in the affirmative, the defend 
ants are right; if in the negative, the plaintiffs.’’ The question I have 
to ask here is, Is the transaction in question a modification of the rights 
of the debenture holders against the company or its property, or is it 
not? It is not suggested that the vote of the majority was not bond 
fide, but it is said that the effect of the vote is not a modification of 
the rights of the debenture holders, but something more extensive— 
viz., a destruction of their rights. I cannot accede to the contention 
as to implying a condition precedent, and in my opinion the resolution 
so far as it altered the character of the debentures did not amount to 
anything more than a modification of the rights of the debenture holders 
against the company and its property. As to the further clauses pur- 
porting to confer certain powers on the trustees and the company, in 
particular the power given to the trustees to buy up debentures and the 
power to the company to give notice to pay off, it was contended that 
they might produce inequality among the debenture holders. As to the 
trustees, they can only exercise their powers in a proper measure and 
with proper care, and there is no reason why the company should not 
apply its revenues in purchasing or paying off debentures, if so minded, 
and it is impossible to think that it could be any hardship on the part 
of the holders to be paid off. This action, therefore, fails, and must 
be dismissed with costs. —Counset, S. O. Buckmaster, K.C., Younger, 
K.C., and Whinney, for the plaintiffs; Gore-Brown, K.C., and P. F. 
Wheeler, for the defendant company ; Hughes, K.C., and 7. K. Young, 
for the trustees for the debenture holders. Soxicrrors, Lyne & Holman; 
E. T. Hargraves; Druces & Attlee. 

[Reported by R. C. Carnineton, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re CONNOLLY BROTHERS (LIM.). WOOD v. CONNOLLY BROTHERS 
(LIM.) AND OTHERS. Warrington, J. Ist March. 


Company In Liqurpatron—Orper or Priortry—DeBenturRE HOoLpers 
AND Equiraste Mortcacee—Purcuase or Reat Estate—ConrTem- 
PORANEOUS AGREEMENT FOR CHARGE. 

A company issued debentures and gave as security a floating charge 
on the present and future property of the company. The company 
subsequently purchased some real estate, and the purchase money was 
advanced by a person who was secured by the deposit of the deeds of 
the property purchased as on equitable mortgage. 

Held, that the equitable mortgagee had priority over the debenture 
holders. 

Connolly Brothers (Limited) issued some first Mortgage Debentures 
in July, 1901. The debentures were secured by a floating charge on 
the property of the company, both present and future. In 1904 the 
company desired to purchase some freehold property, and to enable 
the company to carry out the purchase, £1,000 was borrowed from a 
Mrs. O'Reilly. The company agreed that Mrs. O'Reilly should hold 
the property purchased as security for the money advanced. Only one 
solicitor was employed in the transaction, and he had possession of the 
deeds, and the learned judge found that as from the date of the pur- 
chase of the property he held them for Mrs. O’Reilly. A memorandum 
was also signed on behalf of the company recording that they had 
deposited the deeds of the property with the intent to create an equit- 
able mortgage thereon. A receiver of the undertaking and property of 
the company was appointed on the 24th of February, 1911. It was 
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now contended, on behalf of the first mortgage debenture holders, that 
their security had priority over that of Mrs. O’Reilly. 

WarrincTon, J., said that the case for Mrs. O’Reilly might be put 
in two ways. It might, in the first place, be said that by the doctrine 
of subrogation she stood in the shoes of the vendor, and had the 
benefit of the vendor’s lien. She agreed to make the advance for the 
sole purpose of paying off the purchase money, and on the agreement 
that she was to have a charge on the property. The case came within 
Meuz v. Smith (11 Sim. 410) and Bird v. Philpott (1900, 1 Ch. 822). 
There was another aspect of the case. These debentures amounted to 
nothing more than a contract to give a general security for the deben- 
tures. They did not amount to a contract to give security on this 
particular property. The company never acquired any interest in the 
property except subject to giving her a charge for the money she 
advanced. The security of Mrs. O’Reilly took priority over the deben- | 
tures, because it took priority to the interest of the company itself.— 
Counsei, Clauson, K.C., and Sargant; Cave, K.C., and Hartree. 
Soricrrors, Mathews & Co., for Leigh, Wills, & Co., Manchester ; and | 
Ford & Ford. 

[Reported by J. B. C. Treainraen, Barrister-at-Law.] | 





— 


Re PEARCE. EASTWOOD v. PEARCE. 7th March. | 


Witt—Construction—Descrirption or A CLAss—CHILDREN OR OTHER 
ISsuE. 

A testator left certain residue of his estate ‘‘ unto and equally between 
the children or other issue ”’ of certain persons who should be living at 
the death of his wife, *‘ all such children or other issue to take in equal 
shares per capita.”’ 

Held, that if there were any children alive at the time of the death 
of the wife of the testator they took the property to the exclusion of 
all others, per capita. But if there were no children then alive, the 
other issue took per capita. 


The question for decision in this case was the construction of the 
following clause of a will: ‘‘The remainder of my said residuary 
estate to be divided as follows, that is to say, one-fifth part thereof 
unto and equally between the children or other issue of my aunt | 

B., deceased, who shall be living at the death of my said wife | 
L. T., and the children or other issue of my cousin M. W., deceased, | 
who shall be living at the death of my said wife L. T., all such chil- | 
dren and other issue to take in equal shares per capita.’’ At the death | 
of the wife of the testator there were living children of E. B. and of | 
M. W., and also other issue, some of living children and some of | 
children who had predeceased the wife of the testator. 

Warrincton, J., said that there were three possible constructions | 
of the words used by the testator. Firstly, it was possible to contend | 
that the testator intended that those children should take who were | 
living at the death of his wife, and that the issue should take of 
children who had died in the lifetime of his wife. But he could see | 
no reason for supposing that any such substitution was intended. There | 
was no event indicated on which such a substitution should take place. | 
The other two possible constructions required more serious considera- | 
tion. They were, secondly, that the testator intended a class to take 
on the death of his wife which should consist of the children then living | 
of E. B. and of M. W., but that if there were no such children sur- | 
viving them to a class which should consist of the issue of the children | 
of E. B. and of M. W. And thirdly that the testator intended a large | 
class to take which should consist of all the children and other issue | 
of E. B. and of M. W. who should be alive at the time of the death of | 
his wife, and that the issue should take without considering whether | 


Warrington, J. 


they were the issue of children who were alive or dead. He thought | : 


that the second construction was the right one. He did not think | 
that he ought to read ‘‘or’’ as ‘‘ and’ if he could make sense of the | 
clause without doing so. He thought the testator intended that: the | 
children should take if there were any at the death of his wife, and if | 
not, then the other issue should take. It was said that having regard | 
to the words “all such children and other issue to take in equal shares | 
per capita’’ sense could not be made of the words without reading | 
“or” as “‘and,”’ but he (the learned judge) thought that the testator 
was thinking of a number of people who might answer the description 
“children ’’? and of a number of people who should answer the de 
scription ‘‘ other issue,’’ and that he meant to indicate that if there 
were children they should take per capita, but that if there were no | 
children then the other issue should take per capita.—CounseL, Sar- 
gant; Errington; Ford; Stokes. Sottcrrors, Wigan, Champernowne, 
& Prescott; Crawley, Arnold, & Co. 
[Reported by J. B. C. Treearruen, Barrister-at-Law.] 


LLOYD'S AND DAWSON BROTHERS v. LLOYD'S SOUTHAMPTON 
(LIM.). Warrington, J. 8th March. 


Trape Names—Use or Name Cancunatep to Misteap—Di1ssimiLar 
BusInEss. 


A corporation employed as their agents in a particular town a firm | 
of shipbrokers. A limited company was incorporated under a name 
similar to that of the corporation, and carried on business in the same 
town as shipbrokers, but did not carry on any business similar to that 
carried on by the agents of the corporation as such. 

Held, that the limited company could not be restrained from using 
a name similar to that of the corporation. 

In this action the plaintiffs moved the court to grant an interlocutory 
injunction to restrain the defendants from using the name of ! 


| able nature. 


lof the Attorney-Ge 


** Lloyd’s ’’ in connection with shipping matters, and from in any way 
representing that they were Lloyd’s agents at Southampton, or that 
they were carrying on business in connection with Lloyd’s. Lloyd’s is 
a corporation carrying on business under an Act of Parliament, and 
their agents at Southampton are Dawson Brothers. The business of 
Lloyd’s agents is to collect and transmit to Lloyd’s information of 
various kinds in connection with shipping, such as casualties, arrivals, 
ships overdue, and the speaking of veesels; this information is collated 
by Lloyd’s themselves, and published in their paper. Dawson Brothers 
are a firm of shipbrokers carrying on business at Southampton. As 
Lloyd’s agents they obtained business of various kinds which is not 
that of their ordinary business, and for which they are paid, not by 
Lloyd’s, but by the people who employ them. The defendants are a 
small limited company, which was incorporated on the 10th of Novem- 
ber, 1911, with powers to carrying on business of almost every conceiv- 
The business, in fact, carried on consists of purchasing 
and selling yachts and acting as shipbrokers. 

WarrRincTon, J., in the course of his judgment, said that the busi- 


| ness carried on by their agents brought to Lloyd’s certain revenue, 


and it was of great importance for their reputation that the informa- 
tion in question should go to Lloyd’s agent and to no other person. It 
was also of importance to Dawson Brothers that no one should repre- 
sent themselves to be Lloyd’s agents because of the business which 


| came to them through holding that position. The result would be that 


the plaintiffs would be damaged, in one case by the division of infor- 


| mation, in the other by the diversion of business. The defendants put 


the name of Lloyd’s, Southampton (Ltd.), over their door, and he had 
no doubt it was an attempt to obtain by the use of that name come 
benefit from the reputation attaching to the name “ Lloyd’s.”” He 


| much regretted that he had come to the conclusion that he could not 


stop the use of the name. ‘The defendants were only carrying on 
business as shipbrokers, and were not carrying on or threatening to 
carry on business similar to that carried on by Dawson Brothers as 
Lloyd’s agents.—CounseL, Cave, K.C., and James; Terrell, K.C., and 
Richards. Sortcrrors, Walton & Co.; Constant & Constant. 

[Reported by J. B. C. Trreaartnen, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re CARDWELL. ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. DAY AND OTHERS. 
Warrington, J. 6th March. 
Cosrs or ATTORNEY-GENERAL—ACTION FOR THE PURPOSE OF ASCERTAIN- 
ING CONSTRUCTION OF WILL. 

The Attorney-General took out a summons for ascertaining the con- 
struction of a will under section 20 of the Charitable Trusts Act, 1853. 
It was held that, although where the Attorney-General commenced 
hostile litigation he neither paid nor received costs, yet in the case of 
an action for the purpose of ascertaining the construction of a will he 
was entitled to his costs. 

This was a summons taken out by the Attorney-General under a 
certificate issued to him by the Charity Commissioners under section 20 
of the Charitable Trusts Act, 1853, for the purpose of ascertaining the 
proper construction of a will containing charitable bequests and of 
formulating a scheme for the application of the funds. The respon- 
dents to the summons were the executors of the will and the repre- 
sentatives of certain charities. The application of the Attorney-General 
being successful the question arose whether he was entitled to his costs. 

Warrincron, J., in the course of his judgment, said that the position 
of the Attorney-General in a summons taken out by him for the con- 
struction of a charitable bequest was as stated in Tudor on Charities 
and Mortmain (fourth editiop) at page 376: ‘‘ The Attorney-General, 
as representing the Crown, is the protector of all the persons interested 
in the charity funds. He represents the beneficial interest; conse- 
quently in all cases in which the beneficial interest requires to be 
before the court the Attorney-General must be a party to the proceed- 
ings. In this capacity he represents all the objects of the charity, 
who are thus in effect plaintiffs through him.”” What was his position 
in regard to costs so incurred? There*was no question that if a 
summons was taken out, not by the trustees, but by the beneficiaries, 
if the litigation was for the purpose of ascertaining the true construc- 


tion of the testator’s will, and was not in any way a hostile proceeding, 


the plaintiffs as a general rule received their costs as between solicitor 
and client out of the fund, the subject of the litigation, What reasons 
were there for putting the Attorney-General in a different position 
from any other plaintiffs? It was said that inasmuch as the Attorney- 
General could not be ordered to pay costs, so he ought not to receive 
costs. That rule did not apply to a case like the present; it did apply 
to hostile litigation, but not to proceedings like these in a court 0 
first instance. The Attorney-General was entitled to be in the same 
position as any other plaintiffs. It had been said that even if his 
lordship could, as he thought he could, allow the Attorney-General his 
costs, he ought not to give them to him in this case. He could see no 
reason why the Attorney-General should not have his costs. He had 
instituted proc eedings, and had not unreasonably prosecuted them. 
With regard to the costs of the executors, as the executors had been 
ht into court they could not be deprived of their costs. The costs 
neral and the executors must be paid as between 
solicitor and client out of the money which was the subject of the 
charitable bequest.—CounseL, Beaumont ; ¢ ave, K.C " and MacSwinney ; 
Sargant, Errington, and Timins. _SoLicrtors, The Treasury Solicitor ; 
Ridsdale & Son, for C. L. W. N icholson, and for Chadwick, ~~? 
Nicholson, Dewsbury ; Crowders, Vigard, Oldham, & Co., for H. Whit- 


field, Batley. 
[Reported 


broug 


by J. B. C. Trecartaen, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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Re T. J. FREME, Deceased. SAMUEL AND ANOTHER v. FREME 
AND OTHERS. Neville, J. 2st and 22nd Feb. 


Serrtep LAND—TeENANT For Lire—Forrerrure CLAUSE—N ON-RESIDENCE 
—Vatipiry or Conpition—Settiep Lanp Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vic., 
c. 38), s. 

A gift by a husband of his house to trustees in trust to allow his wife 
to reside in it rent free, she paying for repaire, insurance, etc., ** and 
from and after the decease or second marriage of my said wife or of her 
ceasing to reside at the said dwelling-house”’ the same to fall wmto 
residue, does not prevent the wife from evacuating the house and 
exercising her power of leasing as tenant for life under the Settled Land 
Acts, and receiving the rents received from such letting for her own 
use and benefit during her widowhood. 

This was a summons to determine whether on the true construction 
of the will the defendant, E. W. Freme, is, under the Settled 
Land Acts, 1882 to 1890, the tenant for life, or has the powers of a 
tenant for life in respect of the dwelling-house known as Glanceiru 
Tynant, Corwen, in the county of Merioneth, and if so, whether the 
said defendant will be entitled on any exercise of the powers of leasing 
given by the said Acts in respect of the said dwelling-house to recover 
during 4. widowhood, or some other or what period, for her own use 
and benefit, the rents and profits thereof, or whether such rents and 
profits should be received by the plaintiffs as the trustees of the said 
will and paid and applied as income of the residuary estate of the 
said testator, or of the investment for the time being representing the 
same. The clause in the will which led to the summons was as 
follows :—I give and devise my dwelling-house Glanceiru aforesaid and 
the land held therewith and all my furniture and household effects 
being in or about or belonging to the said dwelling-house unto my trus 
tees in trust to allow my said wife (E. W. Freme) to use the same rent 
free during her life if she shall so long continue my widow, she paying 
all rates, taxes and outgoings payable in respect of the said dwelling 
house and land, and keeping all buildings and the said furniture and 
effects in repair and insured from loss or damage by fire. And from 
and after the decease or second marriage of my said wife or of her 
ceasing to reside at the said dwelling-house (whichever event shall first 
happen) then I direct that the said house, land and furniture and 
effects shall fall into and form part of my residuary estate, and be 
held on the trusts hereinaiter declared concerning the same. Counsel 
for the summons said the question turned on the meaning of this 
clause in the will, having regard to section 51 of the Settled Land 
Act, 1882. He said the condition as to residence was void only “as 
far as’ it tended to prevent the exercise of the powers of the tenant 
for life. He referred to the judgment of Buckley, J., at p. 382, in 
Re T'renchard, Trenchard v. T'renchard (1902, 1 Ch. 378). In her 
affidavit the defendant, E. W. Freme, gave her reasons for ceasing to 
reside at Glanceiru, and said that she desired to let the house. 

Nevitte, J., gave a declaration that the defendant, E. W. Freme, 
had the powers of a tenant for life under the Settled Land Act, and 
is entitled during her widowhood, on exercising her power of leasing, 
to receive the rents and profits for her own use and benefit.—CounseL, 
Beebee; Cozens Hardy, and Owen Thompson. Soxricrrors, Milner 4 
Bickford, for A. O. Evans & Co., Denbigh; Paterson, Snow, & Co. 

[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re BANKS, Deceased. WELDON v. BANKS. Neville, J. 
29th Feb. ; lst March. 


Statute or FRaups—Wuat ts AN INTEREST IN LAND ?—WHaAT 13 A Con- 

TRACT TO BB PERFORMED WITHIN A YEAR?—Statute or Fraups (29 Car. 

2 C. 3), 3. 4 

A verbal agreement by a wife to keep her husband indemnified in 
respect of the rent of a house is not an agreement or contract to which | 
section 4 of the Statute of Frauds applies. 

This was a summons by trustees of the will of Mrs. Banks to ask 
the direction of the court as to whether they ought to admit the claim 
of the defendant, Walter Banks, to be indemnified out of his wife’s 
estate in respect of the payment of rent, rates and taxes of a certain 
house. It appeared from the facts that the defendant, owing to finan- | 
cial losses, had determined to give up a house which in the then cir 
cumstances was too expensive for him, and he was actually in nego 
tiations for entering into a business abroad when his wife induced 
him to break off such negotiations and keep on the house for the benefit | 
of family and the children, she agreeing to indemnify him in respect 
of the rent, etc. He did break off the negotiations and kept on the 
house, and his wife either paid the rent herself or else paid it through 
him. The question was whether this was a contract void under section 
4 of the Statute of Frauds. The cases referred to were Boston v. 
Boston (1904, 1 K. B. 125), Hanan v. Erlich (1911, W. N., p. 246), 
Angell v. Duke (1875, 10 Q. B. 174), Reeve v. Jennings (1910, 2 K. B. | 
522), and He Finch, Finch v. Finch (1882, 23 Ch. 5, 267). 

Nevitte, J., after setting out the facts, said: In my opinion the 
husband here has established an agreement between himself and his 
wife, and is accordingly entitled to some relief. The evidence goes to 
shew that he abandoned the probability of his negotiations for a part- 
nership fructifying, and took the house out of the hands of the agents 
where he had placed it, on his wife undertaking to indemnify him in 
respect of the rent, etc. The wife did pay the rent. The question is 
whether such an agreement is void under the Statute of Frauds. I do| 
not think it is. It did not entail any obligation on the part of the 
husband to remain liable for the house. He could dispose of it at any 
time. From the moment when he disposed of it the obligation of his} 








| wife would be at an end. I do not think such an agreement could be 


held to be an agreement made on sale of any interest in land ; Angell 
v. Duke (ubi supra) and Boston v. Boston (ubi supra). Moreover, | 
do not think it is an act to be performed within the space of one year, 
because I do not think the husband was bound for any definite time. 
Accordingly I am of opinion that this is not a contract to which the 
fourth section of the Statute of Frauds applies.—CounseL, Stamp 
Gover; Attwater. Soticrrors, Ridsdale & Sons; D. Barnes; Leonard 
Tubbs. 


| 
| 
| 


[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 


POCOCK v. CARTER. Neville, J. 2ist Feb. 


PARTNERSHIP—BusINESss PReMIses THE Property or ONe Partner 
—No Spectra, Provision as TO TeENANCY—PARTNERSHIP TO Pay ALL 
Rent—Tenancy Imprigp—TENANCY DURING THE CONTINUANCE oF 
PARTNERSHIP. 

Where business premises the property of one partner are occupied 
by the partnership and all the rent is paid out of the partnership 
account, but there is no provision as to the duration of the tenancy! 
the right inference is that the tenancy is a tenancy during the continu- 
ance of the partnership. 


This was a summons to vary the master’s certificate. Three pariners 
carried on business under a partnership deed dated the 12th of Novem- 
ber, 1905, which contained provisions that the stock in trade and the 
lease of the premises in which the business was carried on was the 
property of S. P., one of the partners, and that the partnership should 
pay all rent, rates and taxes, but contained no specific directions as 
to the tenancy of the partnership. S. P. brought an action against 
her co-partner for partnership accounts, and on the 15th of December, 
1908, the usual judgment was given for partnership accounts. By an 
order in this action the book debts, trade fixtures and other articles 
used in the business were sold by private tender as on the 29th of 
September, 1910. One of the partners was the purchaser. The master 
by his certificate found that £95 16s. 2d. was due from the partnership 
to 8. P. for rent down to the 12th of November, 1911. This sum was 
arrived at by assuming that the partnership held the premises as 
tenants from year to year, in which case their tenancy could not have 
been terminated until the 12th of November. The purchasing partner 
took out this summons to vary the certificate by allowing rent only till 
the 29th of September, 1910, when the partnership was determined by 
the sale. Counsel for the summons referred to Lindley on Partner- 
ship, p. 366, Doe dem Colnaghi v. Biuck (1838, 8 Car. & P. 464, 
at p. 468), Benham v. Graig (1847, 5 C. B. 138, and 17 L. J. C. P. 50), 
and Burdon v. Barkers (1861, 3 Jiff 412). Counsel for the executors 
relied on Doe dem Waithman and Others v. Miles (1816, 1 Starkic 181). 

Nevitte, J., after stating the facts, said : Neither a tenancy at wil! 
nor a tenancy from year to year would carry out the intention of the 
partners, for a tenancy at will would be turned by the payment of a 
yearly rent into a tenancy from year to year, and then the partner 
owning the premises could terminate the tenancy of the partnership 
by giving notice. The right inference is that there is a tenancy during 
the continuance of the partnership. The master’s certificate must. be 
varied accordingly in the manner asked by the summons.—Covunszt, 
Baker-Witbraham for Sargant; Frederick Thompson. Sovicirors, 
Field, Roscoe, Emery, and Medley, for E. F. Pye-Smith, Salisbury ; 
Law & Worssam. 

[Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re M, 8. CURZON, Deceased. MARTIN v. PERRY AND OTHERS, 
Neville, J. 28th Feb. 
Witt—Construction—Two Copicits—Wuen Crass Croses. 

By a second codicil a testator narrowed down an absolute gift in the 
will to W. J. Curzon, which had been reduced to a life interest in the 
first codicil to a life interest forfeitable on bankruptcy, and after this 
interest had determined the property was to go upon the trusts “‘in the 
will contained,’ ‘‘ and as an acceleration to such trusts ’’—i.e., to all 
the children of the said W. J. Curzon who attained twenty-one. One 

child, the plaintiff, had attained that age. 

Held, that the class was closed so soon as W. J. Curzon was adjudi- 
cated a bankrupt. 


A testator by his will, dated the 19th of May, 1886, left ten mes- 
suages to William John Curzon. By a codicil, dated the 27th of July, 
1887, he revoked the devise of the ten messuages, and devised them 
to his trustees in trust for Wm. John Curzon for life, with power of 
appointment or alienation, with remainder to his children and their 
heirs, with gifts-over on death under twenty-one. By a second codicil, 
dated the 9th of November, 1889, he revoked the trust in the first 
codicil for Wm. John Curzon, and gave the income to him 
“for life, or until he shall become bankrupt,’ and_ the 
trustees are to stand possessed of the messuages upon the 
trusts ‘‘in the will contained after the decease of Wm. 
John Curzon’’ and as an acceleration of such trusts. He then 
confirmed the will and first codicil. The testator died on the 12th of 
March, 1890. On the 18th of October, 1900, the plaintiff, who was the 
only child of Wm. John Curzon, attained the age of twenty-one. On 
the 4th of October, 1911, Wm. John Curzon was adjudicated a bank- 
rupt. The questions raised by the summons were: (1) Whether the 
words of the second codicil of the eaid will, declaring the trusts of the 
ten messuages after the determination of the trusts thereof in favour 
of W. J. Curzon—viz., ‘‘ upon the truste in the said will declared ”’ 
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should not be construed as “ upon the trusts in the eaid first codicil 
declared,’’ and be so read accordingly ; (2) whether up to the date of 
the said will and codicils, and in the events which have happened, the 

jaintiff is now absolutely entitled to the said ten messuages, or what 
is the interest of the plaintiff therein? Counsel representing the in- 
tereets of the unborn children of the father argued that the testator 
by the second codicil did not mean to alter the class. The rule applied 
in Canney’s Trusts was simply a rule of convenience, and had no appli- 
cation here, where there was no direction to divide before the class 
was aecertained—namely, at the death of W. J. Curzon. He referred 
to Re Stevens, Kilby v. Betts (1904 1 Ch. 322), Rochford v. Hackman 
(1852, 9 Hare 481), Craven v. Brady (1869, L. R. 4, Ch. Ap. 296), and 
Blackman v. Fysh (1892, 3 Ch. 209). Counsel for the daughter referred 
to Re Smith (1862, 2 H. & J. 594), Brandon v. Aston (1843, 2 Y. & 
Collier C. C., p. 30), and Re Canney’s Trusts, Mayers v. Stower (54 
Soicrrors’ Journat 214; 1910, W. N., p. 45). 

Nevuwez, J., after stating the facts, said: In this case the claes has 
to be ascertained when the time for distribution arrives. The interest 
to W. J. Curzon has terminated. The gift was to him ‘for life or 
until he shall become bankrupt.’’ He became bankrupt, and after 
that event the trustees were to hold the ten meseuages upon trust “as 
an acceleration to the trusts’’ of the will. This is clearly intended to 
comprehend the trusts of the first codicil. I am of opinion that on the 
termination of W. J. Curzon’s interest by bankruptcy the class 
to take was closed, and accordingly the plaintiff need not wait 
for the porsible event of her father having any further issue, but is 
entitled to take now. I am prepared to follow Re Smith (ubi supra). 
—CounseL, H. A. Hind; A. Barrington Marten. Soxicitors, Hind, 
a & Roberts, for Wells & Hind, of Nottingham; Field, Roscoe, & 
0. 

[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re PALMER. PALMER v. CASSEL. Eve, J. 6th March. 


CapiraL on INcome—Tenant ror Lirg AND REMAINDERMEN—ISSUE OF 
SHares AND Divipenps—DistrisuTion or Prorirs—Power or Com- 
PANY TO TREAT SHaRes as INCOME. 

Where shares in a company are settled by a testator or settlor, and 
the company have power to distribute shares as dividends, such shares 
are to be treated as income, and will go to the tenant for life. 

Re Malam (1894, 3 Ch. 585) followed. 

This was an adjourned summons, asking whether certain payments 
and shares of an Egyptian company were to be treated as between 
tenant for life and remaindermen as capital or as income. In 1905 the 
Société Egyptienne de la Daira Sanieh was incorporated, and shortly 
afterwards sold and transferred its assets to the Credit Foncier Com- 
pany. The latter company had power under its articles of association 
to distribute any excess of capital as profits, and made certain pay 
ments and issued certain shares to its shareholders. The testator, Sir 
Elwin Palmer, was the holder of ordinary and deferred shares in the 
company, and after his death in 1906 the trustees of his will received 
certain payments and shares from the company in respect of the 
testator’s holding. Under the will the testator’s widow, Lady Palmer, 
was tenant for life, and this summons was taken out to have it deter- 
mined whether the payments and shares received by the trustees were 
to be treated as capital or as income. It was contended on behalf of 
the remaindermen that the Credit Foncier was really a realization 
company, and that looking at the substance of the transaction the 
distribution was a distribution of capital. 

Eve, J.—The question is whether certain large payments received 
by the trustees of the will of Sir Elwin Palmer are to be treated as 
between the tenant for life and the remaindermen as capital or as 
income. The distributions were made under an Egyptian company 
which, as appears by its articles of association, was contemplated would 
exist for thirty years, and is not therefore, as contended by the re- 
maindermen, a company formed merely for the purpose of realization of 
assets. The company very shortly after its formation was fortunate 
enough to dispose of the bulk of its assets to another company at a 
substantial profit. The testator was the holder of shares in the 
original company, and after the sale and transfer to the Credit Foncier 
the latter company proceeded to distribute very substantial sums partly 
in shares and partly in specie. These shares were realized by the 
trustees of the will, and the ultimate destination of the proceeds of 
such sales is the question which I have now to determine. The 
general principle of Bouch v. Sproule (12 A. C. 385), the leading case on 
the point, has been stated by Stirling, J., in Re Malam (1894, 3 Ch., at 
p. 585) as follows : ‘‘ When a testator or settlor directs or permits the 
subject of his disposition to remain as shares or stock in a company 
which has the power either of distributing its profits as dividends or 
of converting them into capital, and the company validly exercises this 
power, such exercise of the power is binding on all persons interested 
under the testator or settlor in the shares, and consequently what is 
paid by the company as dividend goes to the tenant for life, and what 
is paid by the company as capital or appropriated as increase of the 
capital stock in the concern enures to the benefit of all who are inter- 
ested in the capital.” If ever there was a case where that principle 
ought to be applied it is the present one. The testator was one of 
the founders of the company, and at the time when he made his will 
he was president of the company. The question is whether the com- 
pany had power to treat these payments and shares as profits, and 
whether it exercised such power. There is no difference in this respect 
between an Egyptian company and an English company. The company 
under their articles of association had power to distribute excess of 





capital as dividends, and if the company was not distributing such 
excess as profits they were doing what they ought not to have done. 
That really disposes of the whole matter. The directors purported to 
make the distribution under their articles, and that was an exercise 
of the power to distribute as profits. Therefore all distributions down 
to the winding-up of the company were income, and all received after 
the liquidation were capital.—Counset, Underhill; P. O. Lawrence, 
K.C., and Hodge; Whinney; Cartmell. Soricrrors, J'orr & Co.; 
Lawrence, Webster, Messer, & Taylor; Norton, Rose, & Barrington. 
[Reported by 8. E, Wuitt1ams, Barrister-at-Law.] 


. . . 
High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
GILBERT v, COSSEY. Div. Court, 20th Feb. 
LANDLORD AND TENANT—AGREEMENT TO Ler FoR SevEN YEARS—NO 

Lease—Entry into PossesslIoON—ACTION FOR RENT COMMENCED 

BEFORE EXPIRATION OF TERM—HEARING SUBSEQUENT. 

The plaintiff agreed in writing to let certain premises to the defen- 
dant for seven years. The defendant entered into possession, but 
subsequently, with the consent of the plaintiff, assigned his interest 
in the agreement and premises. No lease of the premises was ever 
granted. Shortly before the expiration of the term the plaintiff com- 
menced an action against the defendant for three quarters’ rent, 
but this action was heard after the expiration of the seven years. 

Held, that specific performance of the agreement would have been 
granted, and that the action was maintainable. 

Appeal from the Haywards Heath County Court. The plaintiff's 
action was for three quarters’ rent of a small cottage and farm, known 
as Vox End, Horsted Keynes, in Sussex. By an agreement in writ- 
ing entered into on the 20th of January, 1905, the plaintiff, as landlord, 
agreed to let to the defendant, as tenant, the said premises ‘‘ for the 
term of seven years from the twenty-ninth day of September, one thou- 
sand nine hundred and four, and the said tenant agrees to pay 
therefor the yearly rent of seventy pounds (£70), free from all de- 
ductions whatsoever (landlord’s property tax only excepted), pay- 
able quarterly on the usual quarter days, the first quarterly payment 
of £17 10s. to become due, and to be made on the 25th day of Decem- 
ber, 1904.’’ By the said agreement the tenant agreed ‘‘ not to under- 
let, or sell, or assign the lease, or part with possession of the said 
premises and lands hereby demised without the consert in writing 
of the said landlord, such consent not to be unreasonably withheld 
from a responsible and respectable tenant.’’ The agreement also 
contained the following term :—‘‘ It is also further agreed that either 
party may put an end to this agreement by giving to the other of 
them, or, if given by the said landlord, by his leaving on the said 
premises, twelve calendar months’ notice, in writing, such notice to 
expire on the 29th day of September, one thousand nine hundred and 
eleven, or on any subsequent Michaelmas Day.’’ The tenant obtained 
a right of shooting by the agreement. The defendant entered into 
possession of the farm, and carried on business there. In April, 
1907, the defendant assigned all his interest in the premises com- 
prised in the above mentioned agreement to one Haycraft, and in 
November of that year the plaintiff granted his licence to the defendant 
to make the said assignment, on the condition that he surrendered to 
the plaintiff the right of shooting the defendant had obtained under the 
agreement. In November, 1909, Haycraft assigned his interest in the 
said premises to one Wilson. No notice to terminate the tenancy 
was given. In June, 1911, the plaintiff commenced his 
action for the balance of rent due on the June quarter day, 1910, 
and for three quarters’ rent due on the 29th of September, 1910, 
25th December, 1910, and 25th of March,.1911. The action was re- 
mitted from the High Court, and heard in the county court in Octo- 
ber, 1911. The plaintiff recovered judgment for the rent sued for, 
but the defendant appealed. It was contended for the defendant 
that as there was no lease granted, but only an agreement for a lease, 
the plaintiff could only recover judgment if specific performance 
would have been granted at the time the action was heard. The 
agreement, it was contended, was for a lease for seven years from 
the 29th of September, 1904, expiring on the 29th of September, 1911. 
Specific performance, therefore, could not have been granted in 
October, 1911. Further, specific performance of this agreement could 
not have been granted, as the terms of it had been altered ; the defen- 
dant had surrendered to the plaintiff his right of shooting under 
the agreement. Z'urner v. Clowes (1869, 20 W. T. N. S8., 214) and 
Walters v. Northern Coal Mining Co. (1855, De Gay, M. & G., 629) 
were cited. It was contended for the plaintiff that, having regard 
to the provision in the agreement as to notice, and to the fact that 
no notice to terminate the tenancy had been given, it continued in 
October, 1911, and that it was a tenancy for at least eight years. If 
that were not so, specific performance would have been granted, for 
the action was commenced before the 25th of September, 1911. Man- 
chester Brewery Co. v. Coombs (1901, 2 Ch. 617) and Lever v. Koffler 
(1901, 1, Ch. 543) were cited. ees ; 

Daruinc, J.—Two points arise for our decision. The first is for 
how long was the term for which these premises were demised, and, 
with regard to this, counsel contends that the term granted by the 
agreement of the 20th of January, 1905, was really a term for at 
least eight years, seeing that no notice to put an end to the period 
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for which the land was demised was given. Counsel on the other 
hand contends that it was, in the circumstances, a term for seven 
years and no more, although it might probably have run on. I think 
that this latter contention is right, and that we must look at the 
reservation in the memorandum, which says that the land is to be 
occupied for the term of seven years from the 29th day of Septem- 
ber, 1904. That being so, the term would come to an end on the 
29th of September, 1911. This was, therefore, intended to be a 
demise for seven years, but it was not a good demise, by reason 
of the fact that it was not under seal. It was simply an agreement 
under the hands of the parties, but it was capable of being termed 
into a good demise by reason of a doctrine of equity under which a 
right would be founded upon this agreement to have an order for 
its specific performance, that is to say, that the parties should exe- 
cute a deed, which would then be a good lease for seven years. 
Before the end of the seven years over which the agreement was 
intended to extend, the landlord, Gilbert, sued the tenant for rent, 
but he did not recover judgment until after the 29th of September, 
1911. It is contended by counsel that it is impossible that specific 
performance of this agreement could be ordered by the Court after 
the expiration of the agreement itself. Such an order, he says, 
would be futile, and so it would if all that was wanted was an order 
of the Court, such as an order of the Chancery Division for the 
specific performance of an agreement which had expired, ard there 
are cases which shew that the Court would not make such an order. 
In the present case it is said that the Court ought to take such a 
course. Speaking frankly, I have no doubt that Lord Cranworth, 
for instance, the judge in Walters’ case (ubi sup.), would not have 
granted specific performance in the present case, but I think that the 
basis upon which specific performance would be granted has been 
altered since the decisions to which I have referred. At one time 
it was said in the Court of Chancery that there could not be a 
decree for the specific performance of an agreement from year to 
year, upon the ground that it was inconceivable that a case could 
be heard within a twelvemonth. That idea, however, has now been 
given up, and the Court would make such an order before a tenancy 
of this kind would have expired. That does not conclude this case, 
because, in the present instance, by the time the order would have 
been made the term would have expired. I think the line to take 
now is this. Regard must be had to the time when the relief was 
asked for. If, at that time, an order for specific performance could 
have been made, I think the Court should not say, ‘‘We will not 
give this particular form of relief because by the time we make the 


granted on the grounds of the cruelty and misconduct of the respondent, 


the custody of the children being given to the petitioner. The petitioner 

became a Roman Catholic in 1910, and now only wished for a judicial 

separation. The respondent applied by summons on the 3rd of February, 

1912, that the decree nisi should be rescinded and the petition dismissed 
for want of prosecution on the ground that the decree nisi had never 
been made absolute. This was opposed by the petitioner, who asked 

for a rescission of the decree nisi, and for a decree of judicial separa- 
| tion. The eummons was adjourned by Evans, P., in order that the 
| petitioner should take the neceesary steps for that purpose. Counsel 
for the petitioner cited Lewis v. Lewis (1892, P. D. 212), Collier y. 
Collier (Times, November 8th, 1901), and Parsons v. Parsons (1907, P. 
331). If the application was not granted the petitioner would be com- 
pelled to commence fresh proceedings for judicial separation. Counsel 
for the respondent said that he was unable to deny the court’s juriedic- 
tion to grant the application, but submitted that it need not do go, 
[Evans, P.: Has a guilty husband any right to come here and say 
what remedy his wife should have?] The petitioner, on becoming a 
toman Catholic, should have applied at once. 

Evans, P., said that he did not think the guilty party had any say 
in the matter, and therefore he (the President) saw no cause why the 
petitioner should not have the change she desired effected. The decree 
nisi would be rescinded, a decree of judicial separation would be 
pronounced, and the custody of the children and costs given to the 
wife.—CounseL, J. L. Pratt; Willock. Soxricrrors, Bulcraig & Davis; 
Judge & Priestley. 

[Reported by Diesy Corss-Prezpr, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Societies. 
The City of London Solicitors’ Company. 


The annual dinner of this society was held on Monday at the Grocers’ 
Hall, Princes-street, Sir W. J. Crump, the Master, presiding. Among 
the guests were Lord Furness, Sir Samuel T. Evans, Mr. Justice Scrut- 
ton, Sir Joseph C. Dimsdale, Bart. (Master of the Grocers’ Company), 
Sir Thos. Skinner, Bart., Sir William Plender, Sir Homewood Craw- 
ford (Senior Past Master), Sir Thos. H. D. Berridge (Senior Warden), 
Mr. C. L. Samson (vice-president of the Law Society), Sir G. A. 
Riddell, Mr. A. J. Walter, K.C., Mr. G. A. Touche, M.P., Mr. Robert 
Wallace, K.C., Mr. Montague Shearman, K.C., Mr Norman Craig, 
K.C., Mr. E. W. Martelli, K.C., Mr. Walter Townend (Master of the 





order the agreement cannot be performed.’’ [I should have said 
boldly, ‘‘ This is a lease,’’ but the Courts of Equity said, ‘‘ This is 
not a lease under seal, but it gives the right to have a lease under 
seal, and so we decree specific performance of it, and we look at it | 
as if it had been given, and now you may maintain your action at | 
law upon the agreement.’ The extension given to this doctrine in 
Walsh v. Lonsdale (1882, 21 Ch. D. 9) i very considerable. Of 
course, it must be read in connection with what was said by Far 
well, J., in the Manchester Brewery case (ubi sup.), but I do not 
think he meant to cut down what was said in the earlier case. If 
the landlord is to be regarded here as if the lease had been granted, 
it is perfectly plain that he must have the same rights as if it had 
been, and we must look at this case as if a lease had been actually 
granted. If it was granted at what date are we to put it? I think 
it must have been granted at the date of the agreement for the lease. 
If it is regarded in that way, then the landlord granted a lease 
on the 20th of January, 1905, and it would remain a _ lease 
until the 29th of September, 1911. Therefore, when he came and 
asked the Court in an action for rent for judgment, that rent was 
due to him. He was a person who had granted, for he must be 
regarded as if he had granted seven years before, a lease, not an 
agreement for a lease, but a lease. That being so, the objection 
fails, that specific performance cannot be granted for an agreement 
for a lease if the term limited by the supposed lease has expired. 

Bucknit, J., gave judgment to the same effect. Counsen for the 
plaintiff, Cababé; for the defendant, Atkin, K.C., and Wardley. 
Souicrrors, J'urner d Evans, for EB. Alston Head, East Grinstead; 
Marchant, Newington, & Tipper. 

[Reported by C. G. Moray, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 

. . . 
Division. 
GRIFFITHS v. GRIFFITHS. Evans, P. 27th Feb. 
Divorce—Decree Nist—App.icaTion By Petitioner FoR Rescission 
JupiciAL SeparRaTION GRANTED In Liev THereor. 

Where a wife petitioner had been granted a decree nisi dissolving 
her marriage, and eighteen months later desired a decree of judicial 
separation in lieu of it, the court granted the application, without 
requiring to know the reason for the change. 

Motion by a petitioner to rescind the decree nisi granted to her on 
the 11th of June, 1909, for a decree of judicial separation to be pro 
nounced in lieu of the former decree. It appeared that the petitioner 
in her petition prayed for a dissolution of marriage, or alternatively 
for a judicial separation. Neither appearance nor answer had been 
entered or filed by the respondent. The decree nisi for diseolution was 





Pewterers’ Company), Mr. J. W. Stanley Burmester (Master of the 
Glassmakers’ Company), Mr. Under-Sheriff C. Walton Sawbridge, and 
Mr. H. D. P. Francis (clerk). The president of the Law Society was 
unavoidably prevented from attending. 

The Master, in proposing ‘‘ The Lord Mayor, the Sheriffs, and the 
Corporation,’’ said that although this was a young, it was a numerous 
company, and he hoped that in course o: ime they would be of assist- 
ance to the Corporation and to the Lord Mayor, who had taken them 
under their wing. 

The Lord Mayor, responding, referred to the great crisis with which 
the nation was faced owing to the coal strike, and expressed the hope 
that, sooner or later, reason would prevail among his fellow country- 
men. More than 170 Lord Mayors and mayors had responded to the 
call of the city of London, and had, at twelve hours’ notice, met at 
the Mansion House in an endeavour to avert the disaster of a strike. 
No other corporation could have summoned such an assembly at so 
short a notice, and he was prepared to again call a similar meeting, if 
necessity arose, to settle the dispute. 

Sir T. H. D. Berrivce proposed ‘‘ The Legal Profession.” 

Sir Samvet T. Evans, in responding, remarked that he had had an 


| experience which hardly any of those present could boast of. At 
one time he sat on a four-legged stool in a solicitor’s office before he 
| was an articled clerk. He saw right down to the roots of the pro- 


fession. He believed he was the only individual on the Bench who 
had practised as a solicitor. It was satisfactory to think that in no 
country in the world was the law administered so well, so justly, 
and so honestly as in this country. It could not be suggested that 
the fountain of justice in this country was in any way corrupted. 
He, however, remembered an old solicitor saying to him, when a young 
man, ‘‘The law is a very good thing, but if you owe a man 20s., 
and he says you owe him 30s., pay him the Ws. and have done 
with it.” re 

Mr. C. L. Samson also replied on behalf of the solicitors. 

Sir Homewoop Crawrorp gave the toast of ‘‘The Visitors,” to 
which Sir Josepn C. Druspate replied. 

The toast of ‘ The Solicitors’ Company,’ and the health of the 
Master and Wardens, was proposed by Mr. Justice ScrutTon, and 
responded to by the Master. 





Property Owners’ Protection Association. 


The Property Owners’ Protection Association held its tenth annual 
general meeting at the Great Eastern Hotel on the 28th of February, 
and after the election of Mr. James Boyton, M.P., as president, of the 
vice-presidents, and of the council, Mr. Edwin Evans, F.A.I., gave an 
address on “The New Land Taxes.” He referred to the provisional 
valuations that were now being received all over the country, and 
laid stress upon the fact that whatever values were entered upon 
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these provisional valuations held good, not only for the present genera- 
tion, but for all future generations; and he urged those professional 
men present, who were responsible for settling provisional valuations 
for clients, to take the greatest possible care in doing so, and to seo 
that only true valuations were put upon the properties, and in all other 
cases to object within the sixty days allowed by statute. Mr. Evans 
ave many useful definitions of the various terms of the Finance 
(1909-10) Act, 1910, especially of substituted site value, and pointed out 
the advantages to be gained by claiming this substitution under section 
2, sub-section 3, of the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. Mr. Evans then 
proceeded to read from an advance copy of the March number of the 
Land Unicn Journal, amid much enthusiasm, the result of the 
Palmers Green case, in which Sir Alexander Stenning gave judgment 
in favour of the appellants, and he pointed out the importance of this 
decision, and added that all those people who had paid this duty in 
the past ought to claim its return from the Commissioners. 


The meeting was well attended, there being many non-members pre- 


| 


| 


sent, and after many questions Had been satisfactorily answered, a | 
hearty vote of thanks was passed to both Mr. Evans and to Mr. James | 


Boyton, who acted as chairman. 
) ? 





Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of the above 
Association was held at the Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, London, 
on the 13th inst., Mr Richard §. Taylor in the chair, the other direc- 
tors present being Messrs, W. C. Blandy (Reading), S. P. B. Bucknill, 
T. S. Curtis, Thos. Dixon (Chelmsford), W. Dowson, H. Fulton 
(Salisbury), W. E. Gillett, Charles Goddard, J. R. B. Gregory, C. G. 
May, and W. A. Sharpe. A sum of £420 was distributed in grants of 
relief, four new members were admitted, and other general business 
transacted. 








Law Students’ Journal. 


Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srupents’ Desatinc Socrery.—March 5.—Chairman, Mr. G. 
Tyser. The subject of debate was: ‘‘ That this house regrets the 
decision of the House of Lords in the case of Biddell v. Clemens Horst 
(1912, A. C.). M. W. S. Meeke opened in the affirmative, Mr. H. G. 
Meyer seconded in the affirmative; Mr. C. P. Blackwell opened in the 
negative, Mr. W. M. Pleadwell seconded in the negative. The follow- 





| 





ing members continued the debate :— Messrs. Coe and Curtis. The | 


motion was lost by three votes. 

BrrmincHaM Law Srupents’ Socrmty.—March 12.—An ordinary 
meeting of this society was held at the Law Library, Bennetts Hill, on 
Tuesday, 12th March, Mr. V. H. Thompson in the chair. Members 
present, 26.—The following moot point was debated : ‘‘ Doctor A., a 


medical practitioner residing and practising at Alcester Lanes End, | 


receives an urgent professional summons to a case in the centre of the 
city. Not possessing a private conveyance, and there being no other 
means of communication with the city, he stations himself on the tram 
route beside a blue sign bearing the legend Cars stop here by Request. 
A car approaches, and Dr, A. signals to the driver to stop. 
however, who is behind time, disregards his signal, acting upon in- 
structions given to him by the inspector, with a view to relieving con- 
uestion of traffic. 


The latter, | 


Doctor A., believing his call to be urgent, and know- | 


ing that there will not be another car for fifteen minutes, engages a | 


passing taxi-cah to take him to his destination. 
from the corporation? ”’ 
affirmative, and was supported by Messrs. A. E. J. Bolander, J. D. 
Sampson, E. C. G. Clarke, H. Cooke, A. Wilson, A. J. Long, T. H. 
Ekins, H. S. Brookes, B.A., and J. D. Evans. Mr. P. M. Kerwood 
opened in the negative, and was supported by D. A. Daniels, E. O. 
Taylor, W. J. Blackham, 8S. H. Robinson, A. J. Hatwell, T. G. Mander, 
and J. Taylor. After the openers had replied, the chairman summed 
up, and on the question being put to the meeting, the voting resulted— 
For the affirmative, 14; for the negative, 8. A hearty vote of thanks 
to the chairman concluded the proceedings. 








Questions as to Reversion Duty. 


The Law Society's Gazette contains the following statement :— 
Members requested the opinion of the Commissioners of Inland 
Revenue as to whether a claim for Reversion Duty would arise in the 
following circumstances :— 


1. A.B. purchased from C.D. in May, 1911, with other property, the | 


freehold reversion expectant upon the determination of a lease, dated 
the 23rd of May, 1910, and made between C.D. of the one part and 
E.F. of the other part, the lease being for a term of ninety-nine years 
from the 29th of September, 1907, at a ground rent of £16. 

2. E.F., in pursuance of a contract made between himself and C.D. 
prior to the Finance Act, was acquiring the freehold ground rent of 
£16 from A.B. for the sum of £400, and the lease was being thereby 
determined. 


5. E.F. had agreed to sell the fee simple in possession of the pre- | ‘ - 
| had hoped, when the Clifford’s Inn money was available, not long 


mises to G.H. for £1,200. 
A question had been raised by G.H.’s solicitors as to whether 


Caa he recover the fare 
Mr. W. C. C. Gell, B.A., opened in the | 
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Reversion Duty was payable by reason of the determination of the 
lease on the acquisition by E.F. from A.B. of the freehold interest. 

It was contended by the solicitors for A.B. that the purchase by 
E.F. came within the provisions of section 3, sub-section 3 (a) and (b) 
of the Revenue Act, 1911. G.H.’s solicitors suggested that ‘‘ total 
value of the land ”’ referred to in sub-section 3 (b) might be taken 
to mean the value of the land and buildings, which was considerabl 
in excess of £500. A.B.’s solicitors contended, on the other hand, 
that the ‘‘ total value of the land’’ means the value of the actual 
interest which is being acquired, t.e., the total value of the freehold 
reversion in the land and buildings, and not the total value of the 
fee simple in possession. They further maintained that such must 
have been the intention of the section of the Act, as otherwise its 
effect would be practically nugatory, the cases in which the value of 
the land and buildings does not exceed £500 being scarcely ever likely 
to occur. 

The Commissioners replied that in their judgment, on the facts stated, 
the total value of the property in question within the meaning of section 
3 (3) (b) of the Revenue Act, 1911, exceeded £500, and that the pro- 
visions of that section were therefore inapplicable. 

The Commissioners directed attention to the fact that under section 
20 (2) of the Revenue Act, 1911, Part 1 of that Act is to be con- 
strued together with Part 1 of the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, and 
they referred to section 25 of the latter Act. They stated that they 
did not assent to the view that total value means the total value of the 
freehold reversion. 


12th February, 1912. 








The Opening of the New Students’ 
Rooms at the Hall of the Law 
Society. 


The President of the Law Society (Mr. W. J. Humfrys, Hereford) 
and the Vice-President (Mr. C. L. Samson, London) held a reception 
on Thursday, the 9th inet., when the new students’ rooms were opened. 
Those present included the Master of the Rolls, Professor Holland, 
Professor Jenks (Principal of Legal Studies), Sir Henry Johnson, the 
Hon. R. H. Lyttelton, Mr. Walter Trower (chairman of the Finance 
Committee), Mr. W. H. Winterbotham, Mr. W. A. Sharpe, Mr. J. W. 


| Budd, Mr. J. J. D. Botterell, Mr R. M. Welsford, and Mr. C. H. 


Morton (Liverpool), members of the Council, and Mr. 8. P. B. Bucknill 
(secretary), and Mr. E. R. Cook (aesistant secretary). 

The reception was followed by a smoking concert. During the 
interval, 

The Prestpent, on behalf of the Council of the society, welcomed 
the students to the opening of the new rooms which had been built 
for their accommodation. For nearly a century, he said, the educa- 
tion of solicitors was a matter to which the Council had devoted a 
great deal of attention, partly by the institution of examinations, and, 
later on, by providing instruction for those who were students. They 


| since, to be able to establish a school of law worthy of the profeesion, 
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but when that appeared to be impossible, they endeavoured to supply, 
as far as they could, the place of euch a school by establishing one 
for themselves for the benefit of students entering the profession. 
They congratulated themselves very greatly on having secured the eer- 
vices of their excellent principal (Mr. Edward Jenks), to whom they 
owed so much of the progrees that had been made in the teaching of 
the law in the eociety’s building, and they also owed him thanks for 
having gathered around him a staff of lecturers and teachers of whom 
any institution such as that might well be proud. The difficulty had 
been of late that they had not sufficient room and facilities for carry- 
ing on the work which had been begun, and at last the Council had 
set iteelf to provide accommodation which would make the society’s 
building, he thought, the home of a school of law of which the profes- 


sion might be proud. The Council had done this more or lees as a | ( ne 
| together, each and all actuated with the highest spirit of integrity and 


whole, but they had to thank principally the Finance Committee, who 


ought to secure—and he believed they would secure—the confidence of 
the clients who would come to them. Let him refer for one moment to 
another matter. He felt—and had felt ever since he had been on the 
bench—that the businees of His Majesty’s judges could not be carried 
out and fulfilled with that satisfaction to the public which he proudly 
aseerted it did now enjoy—it could not be filled with such satisfaction 
to the public unless the Bench felt that they could absolutely trust and 
rely upon the word of every solicitor, as well as of every counsel, who 
came before them. If the judges on the Bench had to scrutinise every 
statement which was made by a member of the profession who came 
before them their task would be, he really believed, absolutely impos- 
sible. He begged them all to believe that the administration of the 





law in this country could only be satisfactorily performed and carried 
out when all branches of the legal profession combined and co-operated 


had done very hard and strenuous work on behalf of the society and of | honour. It had been so in the past; he was confident it would be so 


the students. The Council owed a very deep debt of gratitude not 
only to that committee, but also in a special way to Mr. Trower, their 
chairman. He was very glad they were honoured with the presence of 
the Master of the Rolls, who was sometimes spoken of as the patron 
saint of solicitors. He had assisted them in every way to promote 
the education of the profession and of young eolicitors. He arsisted 
them as far as he could in keeping the profeseion pure from thing's not 
eworthy of it, in helping to rid it of—and in this he was aesisted by 
the other judges most loyally—in purging the profeeeion of the men 
who were not worthy to remain on the rolls. He would only, in con- 
clusion, ask the Master of the Rolls to tell them what he thought the 
society had done in the way of education. 

The Master or THe Rotts eaid that it was with real pleasure that he 
found himself there, and, if he might venture to say eo, there was a 
certain propriety in the position which he held. It fell to his lot, 
when a judge of first inetance, to decide what was to be done with the 
proceeds of the sale of Clifford’s Inn, and as a result those proceeds 
could not be divided between the members as was proposed, but it was 
decided that they were suitable for a charitable purpose, 


requirements of legal education. He had taken a more or less active | , : 
eme | tion, and with, he hoped, every prospect of a sure and steady increase, 


part in the endeavour to carry out Sir Robert Finlay’s great sch 


for the foundation of a school of law for both branches of the profes- 


sion, for which purpose the Clifford’s Inn funds were to be used. Unfortu- 
nately, for reaeons to which he need not further refer, it became im- 
possible to carry out that echeme, but he ventured to think that the 
next best thing was done, and he was quite satisfied that a good use 


was now being made of the income received in respect of that fund, | 


and he took it that the new rooms which were now to be opened were 
merely one more etage in the progress towards one branch of the 
echool, it was one more proof of the great and intelligent interest 
which the Law Society had all throughout taken in the great cause of 
legal education. He ventured, therefore, to congratulate the eociety 
most sincerely on the noble part they had taken in this great cause, 
and he only wished that he could speak with the same terms of high 
appreciation of the conduct of every other body connected with the 
legal profeesion. But he thought this was not merely an occasion on 
which the Law Society was to be congratulated. He felt strongly that 
congratulations were due to Mr. Jenks and the admirable staff that 
worked with him. Their task would be improved and rendered much 
more easy, much more fruitful in good results, by reason of the new 
rooms and the greater accommodation which had been provided for the 
teaching ‘staff; and, after all, when a teaching staff was crowded into 
corners, wanting room here and room there, it was impossible that they 
could do true justice to all their powers and endeavours. But, perhaps 
most of all, congratulations ought to be given to the etudents whom 
he saw before him. They would now have something which very 
closely approached to a college. They would have something working 


on lines very like collegiate lines. They would not only have lectures | 


to listen to and then go away, but they would have, he understood, a 
common-room ; they would have a place in which to meet. They would 
have the opportunity of cultivating those friendships made as young 
men which reeulted in the most lasting and best possessions in life, 
and they would gain, he hoped and believed, a great deal which could 


not be gained by the mere reading of books and by mere attendance |, 


on lectures. There was another reason which made it not inappro- 

priate that he should be there to congratulate them. The President 

had referred to him as the guardian angel of colicitors. He thought 

he might perhaps have said avenging angel, because it was his painful | 
duty to listen to applicatione—not alwaye of the most pleasant kind— | 
and to administer such jurisdiction of a painful nature as the law had | 
cast upon him. But there wae another jurisdiction, he thought, of a | 
more pleasant nature. Every one of the students present had one 
desire before all others—that was to get a big piece of parchment on 
which a Government etamp was impressed, and which bore his name in 
his horribly bad writing. He could only say that if they took advan- 
tage of the opportunities they had at that building, opportunities much 
greater than those their predecessors posseesed—if they took advantage 
not merely of the lectures and claeses which were provided there, but 
also of what he might call the amenities they would find in these new 
rooms, he could not feel any doubt that they would succeed in passing 
those examinations—the very real, the very wholecome, the very difficult | 
examinations which, he was happy to say, the society imposed—and he 
should have very great pleasure in giving that certificate, which they 
would then deserve, and which he hoped they would make good use of 
in the future. Let them remember that they were not merely entering 
on an occupation which was to be regarded as a money-making occupa- 
tion ; they were entering upon an honourable profeesion, in which they 











in the future, and he offered them all his heartiest congratulations on 
the new posseseion they had come ifto by reason of the beneficence of 
the Law Society. 








Companies. 
British Law Fire Insurance Co. (Limited). 


The annual general meeting was held on the 8th inst. at the Cannon- 
street Hotel, Mr. M. F. Monier-Williams presiding. The secretary 
(Mr. T. Williams) having read the notice convening the meeting and 
the auditors’ report, the Chairman stated that the result of the past 
year’s working had been very satisfactory, and the directors recom- 
mended the same amount of dividend and bonus as was declared a year 
ago, namely, 17$ per cent. for the year and a bonus of 24 per cent., 


| both Jess income-tax. The gross premium income from all sources was 
for the | £158,820, and the net premium income £117,628. A net fire premium 


income of £101,753, representing sound business of a profitable descrip- 


shewed a position of which they had no reason to be ashamed. The 
fire account shewed that their losses paid and outstanding amounted 
to £37,594. The ratio was 36.94 per cent. of the net premiums received, 
and was one which any company transacting fire insurance business 
might well congratulate themselves upon. Commission, of course, 
automatically increased in amount with the growth of the premium 
income, and in ratio to it was only 14.6 per cent. As to expenses, the 
net amount charged to this particular account was £33,772, or a re- 
duction of £1,138 on the figures of 1910. They had set aside from 
the general reserve £40,701, which was 40 per cent. of the net fire 
premiums for unexpired risks. Add to that the additional reserve 
fund of £171,878 and they had a fire insurance fund of £212,580, which 
was equal to 209 per cent. of the year’s net fire premium income, quite 
apart from capital. The Deputy-Chairman (Mr. C. G. Kekewich) 
seconded the motion, which was carried unanimously, and the dividend 
and bonus recommended were approved. A vote of thanks to the chair- 
man, directors, and the staff terminated the proceedings. 








Obituary. 


Dr. Tristram. 


Dr. T. H. Tristram, Chancellor of the Diocese of London, died on 
Friday in last week in his eighty-seventh year. He was educated at 
Durham School and Lincoln College, Oxford, and became D.C.L. in 
1854 For some time he reported with Dr. Swabey cases in the 
Ecclesiastical and Matrimonial Courts. In 1881 he was made a Queen’s 
Counsel, though he was never a member of the bar, and practised 
in the Court of Arches and elsewhere, mostly in ecclesiastical cases. 
He held numerous appointments, as Commissary of the City and Diocese 
of Canterbury and Chancellor of the Dioceses of London, Hereford, 
Ripon, Wakefield, and Chichester. 


Mr. P. Lovegrove. 


We regret to announce the death of Mr. Philip Lovegrove, solicitor, 


of Windsor, in his seventy-eighth year. He was admitted in 1871, 
and at his death was the head of the firm of Lovegrove and Durant, 
solicitors, of Windsor. He was during a long period town clerk of 


Windsor and clerk to the Borough and County magistrates. On his 
resignation of these offices he received a handsome presentation. He 
was, we believe, universally respected. 





Legal News. 
Changes in Partnerships, &c. 


Dissolutions. 


Sypney Jonnson Porter, ALLAN TANGyE, and THOMAS FREDERICK 
Mason, solicitors (Glaisyer, Yorter, & Tangye), Birmingham. Dec. 31. 


| The said Sydney Johnson Porter and Thomas Frederick Mason will 


continue to carry on the said business under the style of Glaisyer, 
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Porter, & Co., at 41, Waterloo-street, Birmingham; the said Allan 
Tangye will practise at 134, Edmund-street, Birmingham, as a member 
of the firm of Tangye, Glaisyer, & Atkinson. 

[Gazette, March 12. 


*," We regret that, by the accidental omission last week of some | 


words, the firm of Messrs. Cooper & Bake, of 6 and 7, Portman-street, 
Portman-square, was represented to be completely dissolved. The 
notice should have run as follows :—Ernest OrReELL Bake, Epwarp 
Stevenson Rocue, Samvet Tonkin, and Jonn Fetrtes, solicitors 
(Cooper & Bake), 6 and 7, Portman-street, Portman-square, London, 
W., so far as regards the said Samuel Tonkin. The business will be 
continued by the said Ernest Orrell Bake, Edward Stevenson Roche, 
and John Fettes, under the style of ‘‘ Cooper, Bake, Roche, & Fettes,’ 
at the same address. 





Information Required. 


ELIZABETH OTTER, Deceased.—Will any person having the cus- 
tody or knowledge of any Will of the above-named, late of ‘‘ Chandos 


Lodge,’” Haywards Heath, Sussex, who died on the 27th of February, | 


1912, kindly communicate immediately with Laurence J. Wyatt, soli- 
citor, Haywards Heath. 

DANIEL RICHARDS VICTOR WILLIAMS, Deceased.—The 
above-named deceased, formerly of Narberth, Pembrokeshire, and of 
Sheffield, Yorkshire, went to the Philippines in September, 1899, and 
died on the 16th of August, 1911, at Virac, in the Philippines. He 
was in England between October 1906 and August 1907 (when he re- 
turned to the Philippines), during which period he visited Narberth and 
Sheffield aforesaid. Any person having any information as to whether 
the deceased made a Will and who has possession of it, or a draft 
thereof, or any information relating to the deceased’s property, is re- 
quested to communicate with Messrs. Roberts and Mathias, of Narberth, 
solicitors for the relatives of the deceased. 





General. 


A heated controversy is, says the Hvening Standard, going on in 
Washington over the proper name for a woman serving on a jury. 
** Jurette,”’ ‘‘ juress,’’ and “‘ jurene’’ have been suggested. 

Sir Edward Carson left London on the 6th inst. for a short holiday. 
Any communications during his absence should be addressed to his 
secretary, Mr. Pembroke Wicks, 4, Essex-court, Temple, E.C. 

We are glad to learn that Mr. C. A. Russell, K.C., who recently re- 
tired from practice, is to be entertained at dinner by his friends on 
the bench and at the bar in Gray’s Inn Hall on the 29th inst. A writer 
in the Globe states that the Attorney-General will preside, and reminds 
us that a similar tribute was paid to Mr. Benjamin on his retirement 
from the bar in 1883. 

A lady having applied to enter for the preliminary examination ot 
the Law Society, the Council, says the Law Society’s Gazette, resolved, 
on the recommendation of the Examination Committee, that, fgllowing 
a previous report of the committee, dated the lst of June, 1904, on 
the same subject, the applicant be informed that the Council do not 
see their way to allow a woman to enter for examination, or to 
register articles of clerkship, with a view to admission as a solicitor. 

As a result of the letter sent to members of the House of Commons 
to secure signatures to a memorial to the Prime Minister asking for 
the appointment of a Royal Commission to inquire how far the principles 
of co-partnership could be applied to the industries of this country, 
says the Parliamentary correspondent of the 7'imes, Lord Wolmer has 
received the support of 157 Unionists, 72 Liberals, two Labour members, 
and ten Nationalists. The two Labour members are Mr. Crooks and 
Mr. Wardle, but with these exceptions the Labour Party would have 
nothing to do with the memorial, as they fear that co-partnership would 
undermine the trade union movement. The petition is to be presented 
towards the end of this week. 


The thirteenth annual report of the East London Tenants’ and 
General Legal Protection Committee states, says the Zimes, that the 
legal expenses of the committee for the year 1911 were about £113, 
while the amount of money recovered was £1,715, so that every £1 
subscribed to the fund yielded over £15 to the poor. The greatest sum 
received in any one case was £300, and the average amount in success 
ful cases was £23 14s. One hundred and fourteen actions were taken, 
of which only eleven were lost. The society is for the benefit of the 
poor who are unable to pay for legal assistance, and it is noteworthy 
that actions under the Workmen’s Compensation Act are the most 
numerous with which the committee has to deal. 

We learn from the Law Society's Gazette that at a recent meeting 
of the Council a letter was read from the Right Hon. Sir Alfred Wills 
in the following terms :—‘‘I beg to offer to the Incorporated Law 
Society a copy of a new edition which I have just brought out of my 
father’s work on ‘‘ Circumstantial Evidence,’’ which has occupied a 
great portion of my time and thoughts for over a twelvemonth. I 
always look back upon the numerous occasions on which I acted as 
counsel for the Society as amongst the pleasantest experiences of my 
life at the bar, and it will be a pleasure to me if they will give the 
volume I am sending a place on their shelves.’ The thanks of the 


In the course of an application to Mr. Justice Scrutton on the 7th 
inst., says the Hvening Standard, for an order to adjourn a case to 
enable samples to be obtained from the Government in Egypt, his 
lordship, in giving leave to obtain evidence on commission, said he did 
not advise the parties to adopt such a course, and added: ‘‘ I do not 
believe in this evidence on commission taken before consuls. I am not 
talking of Alexandria in particular; I mean all of them. The fact is, 
it is part of the perquisites of their office. They sit short hours, and 
——’’ The rest of his lordship’s opinion on consuls was not uttered. 








——+ 


Royat Navy.—Parente thinking of the Royal Navy as a profession 
for their sons can obtain (without charge) full particulars of the regula- 
| tions for entry to the Royal Naval College, Osborne, the Paymaster 
| and Medical Branches, on application to James Gieve, Royal Naval 
Enquiry Agency, 65, South Molton-street, London, W.—{Advt.] 








Wuy Pay Rent? Take an Immediate Mortgage free in event of death 
from the Scorrisn TEMPERANCE Lire: AssuRANCE Co. (Limited). Repay- 
ments usually less than rent. Mortgage expenses paid by the Company. 
Prospectus from 3, Cheapside, E.C. *Phone 6002 Bank.—Advt. 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota or Registaars in ATTENDANCE ON 


Emercexcy Aprprat Court Mr, Justice Mr, Justice 


Date, 











Rota. No, 2, oyor. Swinren Eavy. 
Monday March 18 Mr Greswell Mr Goldschmidt Mr Borror Mr Synge 
Tuesday ........ 19 Beal Greswell Leach Goldschmidt 
Wednesday ...... 2 Borrer Beal Farmer Greswell 
Leach Borrer Bloxam Baal 
Farmer Leach Theed Borrer 
Bloxam Farmer Church Leach 
Dat Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Juatice 
ate. Waneinortox. NEVILLE. Parker. Eve, 
Monday March 18 Mr Bloxam Mr Beal Mr Farmer Mr Church 
CUesdAay i060... 19 Theed Borrer Bloxam Synge 
Wedresday...... 20 Church Leach Theed Goldschmidt 
Thursday..... . 21 Synge Farmer Church Greswell 
BYIGRY cece. covese 22 Goldschmidt Bloxam Synge Beal 
Saturday ......... 23 Greswell Theed Goldschmidt Borrer 





The Property Mart. 
Forthcoming Auction Sales. 

March 20.—Messrs. Faayx Jouty & James, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Residence (sed 
aivertisement, back page, March 9). 

March 20,—Messrs. Epwis Fox, Bousriztp, Burnerts, & Bappgiey, at the Mart, 
at 2; Freehold eg | (eee advertisement, back page, this week). 

March 21.—Mes:rs. H, E. Fostex & COrawrievp, at the Mart, at 2: Reversions, Life 
I: terest, Tithe Rent Charges, Life Policies, Shares, &c. (see advertisement, back page, 
this week). 

March 29.—Messre. Davin J. Cuarrett & Sons, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground 
Rent (see advertisement, back page, Feb. 24). 

April 1.—Meesrs. Tucxerr & Som, at the Mart, at 2: Leasehold and Freshold 
Prc perties (see advertieement, back page, this week). 


a 








. J * 
Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette,—FRIDAY, Mar. 8, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep rn CaANorry. 

ANDREW AND HARRISON, LTD (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are required, 
cn or before Mar 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts and claims, to R. Norman Locking, 5, Parllament st, Hull, liquidator, 

BARLBORO’ AND COTTAM BRICK AND TILE Co, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before 
Mar 14,to send their names and addresses, to Charles Robinson, Westfield Lodge, 

3arlboro’. John Tonge, solor for the liquidator. 

BRITISH OPTICAL LENS Co, Ltd—Creditors are required, on or b_fore Mar f0, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. 
Arthur Clifford Ridgway, Exchange bldgs, New st, Birmingham. Dale & Co, Birming- 
ham, so!ors for the liquidator. 

CHATMA OIL-FIELD Co, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented Mar 5, directed to be 
heard Mar 19. Adams & Adams, 5, Clement's inn, solora for the petnr. Notice of 
appeating must reach the above named not later tnan 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 
Mar 18. 

CLARKE'S PATENTS, Lrp—Petn for winding up, preeented Mar. directed to be hear’ 
Mar 19. Ward & Co, 85, Gracechurch st, solors for the peturs. Notice of appearin 
must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Mar 18. - 


CONGO RUBBER PLANTATIONS Ltp.—Petn for winding up, presented Mar 6, directed to be 
heard Mar 19. Churchman & Co, 2, Norfolk st, Strand, solora for the petur. Notice 
of appeating must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon 
of Mar 18. 

CONTRACTORS FINANCIAL CORPORATION Lrp—Petn for winding up, |presented Mar. 1, 

directed to be heard Mar 19. Jacksons & Co, 23, Coleman st, solors to the petars. Notice 

of appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon 

of Mar 18, 

D. D. D. Co—Petn for winding up, presented Mar 5, directed to be heard Mar 19. 

Hatchett & Co, 48, Mark In, solors for the petnr. Notice of appearing must reach the 





Council were expressed to Sir Alfred Wills for his present. 


above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Mar 18, 
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HYGIENIC AERATED WATER Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before April 13, to 


send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims to 


Douglas William Ackery, 70, Commercial rd, Portsmouth. Edmonds & Bullin, Ports- 
mouth, solors for liquidator. 


INDIAN AND COLONIAL GOLDFIELDS, Ltp. (IN LiqutDATIoN)— Creditors are required, on 
or before Mar 20, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or 


Giaims, to Frederick William Cruttenden, 8), Dashwood Hou:e, 9, New Broad st, 
liquidator. 


JICARO GOLD EstatTEs, Ltp.—Petn for winding up, presented Mar 5, directed to be heard 
Mar 19 Heywood & Ram, The Outer Temple, 222, Strand, solors for the petnrs. 
Notice of appea: ing must reach the above named not later than 6 o’clo:k in the after- 
noon of Mar 18. 


LAMPLOUGH & Son, Ltp.-—Petn for winding up, presented Mar 1, directed to be heard 

Mar 19. Cohen & Co, Audrey H use Ely pl, Holborn, solorsfor the petnrs. Notice 

of appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon 
of Mar 18. 


MILLBANK BRICK AND TERRA Cytra Co, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or b2fore 
Mar 19, to send their names and addresses. ani the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to John A. Ratledge, Millbank House, Heywood, liquidator. 

Monomote Co, Lrp (in LiqurpaTion)—Creditors are required, on or before April 20° 
to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to 
George Brooke, 182, Stewart's rd, Battersea, Thorpe & Siunders, Silisbury House, 
London Wall, solors to the liquidator. 

NortH Kent Corn Stores, Ltp.—Petn for winding up, pressnted Feb 27, directed 
to be heard at the Court House, Burney st Greenwich, at 19.30, April 19. Bolton & 
Co, 2, Temple gdns, solors for the petnrs. Notice of appearing must reach the 
above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of April 18. 





RUBBER GROWERS AND TRADERS SYNDICATZ, Ltp—Petn for winding up, presented 
Mar 6, directed to be heard Mar 19. ( harchman & Uo, 2, Norfolk st, strand, solors for 
the petnr. Notice of appearing must reach the above named not Jater than 6 o'clock 
in the afternoon of Mar 18. 

SILCHESTER MODEL HAND LAUNDRY Co, Ltp—Petn for winding up, presented Mar 4, 
directed to be heard a» The Cas'le, Winchester, Mar 2, at 11, Wallis & Prance, 8, Cross 
st, Basingstoke, solors. Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than 
6 o'clock in the afternoon of Mar 19. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Limitep 1m Omanogry. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Mar. 12. 


ART JOURNAL, Ltp.—Petn for winding up, presented Mar 7, directed to be heard 
Mar 26, Redfern & Co, Dauntsey Ho ise, Frederick's pl, soiors for the petnrs. Notice 
of appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon 
of Mar v5 


BARTICA SYNDICATE, LtD—Creditors are required, on or before Mar. 3!, to send their 
names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to Arnold Francis 
Dickin, 9-10, Pancras In, Queen st, liquidators 


DUNNINGTON STOCK AND ReMOUNTS, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before April 5, 


to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to | 


George Walker, 10, Newhall st, Birmingham, liquidator. 


Gostine & Co, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before April 3, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claim:, tv He-bert Bradock Ford, 
59, Wellington rd South, Stockport, liquidator. 


INDIAN Fisukrizs Co, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before April 23, to send 
their names and aidressea, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Herbert 
Porter, 2, 8t Helen's pl, liquidator. 


Joun T. HopgkiNson & Son, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or befor? April 10, to send 
their names and addresses, aud the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick 
Augustas Hargreaves, 7, Grimshaw st, Burnley, liquidator. 


LA SIERRA DE Los SANTOS MERCORY MINES, LtD.—Creditors are required, 01 or before 
April 12, to send their names and addresses, and the particulara of their debts 
or claims, to Léon Laflitte, 1, Rue Taitbout, Paris, liquidator. 


LONDON WOOLLEN Co, LTp (IN VOLUNTARY L'QUIDATION)—Creditors are required, on or 
before Mar 27, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to James Durie Pattullo, 65, London Wall, liquidator. 


MORRAY’s NOTTINGHAM BOOK Co, Ltp,—Creditors are required, on or before April 12, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Francis Atkin, 1, Wheeler-gate, Nottingham, liquidator. 


NICHOLS AND WILLIAMSON, LTD (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required 
on or before April 10, to send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Frederick Bernard Harper, 10, Trinity sq, liquidator. 


8. WOLFENDEN, Ltp—Petn for winding up, presented Mar 5, directed to ba heard at the 
County C.urt House, Mawdsley st, Bolvon, April 3, at 10, Hall and Son, 20, Acresfield, 
Bolton, Agents for Giaisyer Porter & C», Birmingham, solors for the petnr. Notice 
of appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 
April 2. 

THOMAS STANIFORTH AND Co, LTD (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are 
required, on or before April 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, to Arthur Leslie Wing, Stirling chmbrs, Campo In, Sheffield. 
Rodgers & Co, Sheffield, solors to the liquidator. 





Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Mar. 8 


Davip Brown & Sons (HUDDERSFIELD), LTD. (Reconstruction. ) 
SOUTHBOURNE PIgR Co, LTD. 

BARLBORO’ AND COTTAM BRICK AND TILE Co, Lrp. 
HYGIENIC DAtrky Soctety, Ltp. 

NEW GLOBE CEMENT, CHALK AND WHITING Co, LTD, 
CENTRAL LONDON PROPERTY SYNDICATE, LTD, 
WICKHAM MARKET Gas Co, Lrp. 

ANDREW & HARRISON, LTD 

ELLERAY STEAMSHIP Co, LTD (Amalgamation). 
ELI ERWATER STEAMSHIP Co, LTD. 

ELLERBECK STEAMSHIP Co, LTD. 

GROSVENOR CLUB SYNDICATE, LTp. 

GARDENIA RESTAURANT, Lrv. 

LINCOLN JEFFRIES & Co, Lip. 

VICTORIA CAFE Co, L1p. 

INDIAN AND COLONIAL GOLDFIELDS, LD. 
'TANNADINE Co, Lrp. 

PREMIER GOLF Co, Lrp. 

EMPiRE (ABERDARE), Lip. 

Happy Hours, Lrp. 

YORKSHIRE WOOL AND LEATHER Co, Lip 





London Gazette. —TUESDAY, Mar. 12, 


MoTOR PATENT FUEL Co, Lrp. 
IDRAL BUTTER CREAMS Co, LTD. 
G. W. Coompers, Lrp. 
| GENERAL PROSPECTING AND MINING Co, LTD. 
WILLIAM A. CLIFF#, LTD. 
UNITeD KINGDOM SAVINGS INVESTMENT CORPORATION, LTD. 
ALLIANCE CHEMICAL Co, LTD. 
JAPANESE CAFES, LTD. 
GARGRAVE LAUNDRIES, LTD. 
DUNNINGTON STOCK AND REMOUNTS, LTD. 
SULTAN IpRIS SYNDICATES, LTD. 
JAMES BLIGH AND WATERS, LTD. 
LONDON WOOLLEN Co, Ltp. (Reconstruction). 
PEATO, LTD, 
BARTICA SYNDICATE, LT”. 
LA SIERRA DE LOS SANTOS MERCURY MINEs, LTD 
ALGERIAN WINE Co, LTD. 
SPINNER STREET SHOE Co, LTD. 
Monomore Co, LTD, 
J. CAMERON SWAN AND PARTNERS, LTD (Amalgamation). 
McEWAN, PRATT & Co, LTD. 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chanc:ry. 


Last Day or Cua. 
London Gazette.—Tusspay, March 6. 
Fisu, Taomas, Chingford, Essex April 9 Fish v Fish and Another, Neville, J 
Alldis, Monument Station bldgs 
London Gazette,—Faipay, March 8. 


Mortoy, Epmunp Atraep, Lindley, Huddersfield April 10 Akeroyd v Morton and 
Others, Warrington, J Booth, Huddersfield 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Crarm. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Mar, 1, 


AKERS, HENRY, Black Bourton, Oxford, Farmer April6é A & U Akers, Black Bourton, 
Clantield, Oxon 








ASTWICK, BENJAMIN, Huddersfield Mar 31 Laycock & Co, Huddersfield 

BULLOCK, WILLIAM, Bandra, nr Bombay,India Mar 27 Maddison & Co, Old Jewry 

BUTLER, HAROLD BROOKE, Sutton Coldfield, Merchant April 1 Marston & Robinson, 
Essex st, Strand 

CLEAVER, GEORGE, Singleborough, Bucks, Farmer April 6 Whitehorns & Law, Buck- 
ingham 

Coca, LypIA ISALINE LE, Southampton Mar 21 Lock & Co, Dorchester 

COLLINS, GEorGE, Birminghim April2 Burman, Birmingham 

COLLINS, The Right Honourable RICHARD HENN Lorp, Bramham gdns, Kensington April 
2 Pritchard & Co, Painters’ Hall, Little Trinity In 

CoppEN, JosEPH, Dagenham, Essex April 1 Hunt & Hunt, Romford 

DENNE, ARTHUR Ropert, Hythe, Kent May 30 Walfords, Bolton st, Piccadilly 

DOWLING, SYDNEY, St Albans, Herts April 15 Samuel & Co, Great Winchester st 

VLETCHER, MARY ANN, Coalbrookdale, Salop Mar 15 Dean & Espley, Wellington, 


Salop 
FLOWERDEW, RICHARD SAMPSON, Preston, Commission Agent Mar30 W R & W Ascroft 
Preston 


HARDEN, GERTRUDE MANNERS, Holywell, Flint April 8 Lambe & Co, Hereford 

HARRI*, JoHN, Payhembury, Devon, Coachbuilder April 2 Every & Phillips, Honiton 

HARRIS, WALTER NOBL, Matlock, Derby, Solicitor April 6 Heny & Heny, Matlock 

HASLAM, HENRY, Portland pl, Marylebone, Underwriter April 4 Satchell & Co 
King st 

Hous. Henky Mar 27 Ware, Tavistock st, Covent Garden 

JACKSON, WILLIAM SAMUEL, Broomhill, Sheffield, Commercial Traveller Mar 3) Rooke, 
& Bradley, B rmingham 

JUDSON, CHARLES WILLIAM, Sharow, nr Ripon, Yorks, Chemist April 6 Hutchinson, 
Ripon 

LAWSON, ELEANOR MARGUERITA MURRAY, Cheltenham April 1 Burn & Son, Bell yd, 
Docwr's Commons 

a JOHN KERSWILL, Devonport, Lath Maker Mar 23 Rodd, East Stone- 
10use 

MAYES, EMMA CATHERINE, Essendine rd, Maida hill May 6 Cameron & Kemm, Old 
Broad st 

Mook, RICHARD, Keyingham, Holderness, Yorks, Farmer April 6 Park & Son, 
Hull 


Moors, ALFRED PERCIVAL, Linford, Leicester April1 Ingram & Co, Leicester 

MORRISON, GEORGE, Liscard, Marine Superintendent Aprilluv Toulmin & Co, Liverpool 

PAINE, ANNA, River, Dover April 3 Mowll & Mowll, Dover 

Prick, MARY, Willenhall, Staffs Maré Baxter, Willenhall 

Prout, THOMAS HENRY WILLS, Ugborough, Devon, Farmer April 15 Windeatt & 
Windeatt, Totnes 

PryeR, EMMA, Montpelier vale, Blackheath April 12 Newton & Co, Moogate st 

Scorr, GEORGE JAMES, Northleigh, Oxford April12 Westell & Son, Witney 


| SMITH, JAMES, Gloucester April 1 Swire & Higson, Manchester 


STEVENS, MOSES, Quarry Bank, Staffs, Licensed ,Victualler Mar 25 Homfray & Co 
Cradley Heath 

SOMNER, ANNI#, Newcastle under Lyme Mar30 Slaney, Newcastle 

SWAY, EmitLy JAN®& KeNnpAL, Liverpool Mar 27 Maddison & Co, Old Jewry 

TENNEAR, JOHN ROBERT, Redland, Bristol, Corporate Accountant Mar 25 Danger & 
Cartwright, Bristol 

TOPHAM, WILLIAM R BERT, Northfleet, Kent April1l Hatten & Co, Gravesend 

TREVENA, HENRIETTA, Farnborough April13 Brook & Co, Farnborough, Hants 

TROUP, ALICE HELENE, Cobo,Guernsey Mar 31 Toller & Sons, Godliman st 

TURNER, KOBERT, Hintlesham, Suffolk, Farmer Mar 26 Westhorp & Co, Ipswich 

TAHOURDIN, HORACE FosTmR, Woldingham, Surrey, Railway Director April 1 Fraser 
& Christian, Finsbury cir 
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WEIGHTMAN, NANCY, Ulgham, Northumberland April 12 Webb, Morpeth 

WETTON, HERBERT, Bollington, nr Macclesfield, Quarry Manager Mar 30 Blunt & 
Brocklehurst, Macclesfield 

WHALE, Lieut Col Tomas MARTIN, Weston super Mare Mar15 Baker & Co, Weston 
super Mare 

WICKHAM, JESSIE, Wickham rd, Brockley Mar 30 B & F Tolhurst, Gravesend 

Woop, ELIzA, Lee, Kent Mari8 Weed & Mason, Maidenhead 





Londen Gazette.—TUESDAY, Mar. 5. 


BAGSHAW, THOMAS, Baniis*orth, Staffs Ap:il 15 Reynolds & James Birmingham 

BARON, JAMES, Samlesbury, Lancs Mar 21 Yates & Son, Blackburn 

BowER, JOSHUA, Leeds June 1 J B & J A Brooke, Leeds 

CoALES, SUSAN, Hove Aprill5 Cowley, Brighton 

CHAPMAN, HorRACE, Slough, Bucks, Decorator May1 Charsley & Reynolds, Slough 

CrompTon, ISAAC HORMAN, Paignton, Devon April13 Enstley & Eastley, Paigntun 

DORRINGTON, THEOPHILUS LuTEY, Truro April6 Hearle & Co, Truro 

aan ~~ JAMES, Stoke Bishop, Bristol, Contractor April 20 Benson & Co, 
risto 

FLUDGER, STEPHEN JAMES,Greenwich April 12 Sewell, Croom’s hill, Greenwich 

GAIGER, CLARA LovISA, Farrantav, Wood Green April9 Greener & Cook, Belford 


Gipson, EDWARD, Handsworth, Birmi:gham, E’ectro Piater April13 Brooks & Monk, 
Birming:am 

GiLLorT, MARY HANNAH, Sheffield April8 Bingley & Dyson, Sheffield 

oy ~~“ GEORGE, Launceston, Cornwall, Solicitor Mar 30 Gibbs & Co, Eas‘- 

cheap 

HAIRS, SARAH ANN, B lsall Heath, Birmingham April6 Prics, Birmingham 

H LLYARD LOUISE HARRIETTE, Scarborough April 12 Wood, York 

HOWELLS, JANE, Landore, Swansea Mar3C James, Swansea 

oy MARTHA BARNARD, Corkst, Bond st April10 Taylor & Co, Field ct, Gray’s 
nn 

JALLAND, CHARLOTTE, Nottingham Mar 15 Barlow, Nottingham 

JOYNER, WILLIAM, Parkgate, pr Rotherham, Pit Sinker Aprill Gichard, Rotherham 

KENDRICK, CATHERINE, Gravel y Hill, Warwick April 13 Crockford, Birmingham 

LAMSON, CATHERINE MARIA, Trafalgarsq Mar 31 Hewitt & Co, Leadenhall st 

—~ CHARLES, Clayton le Moors, Lancs, Innkeeper April 16 Britcliffe, Accring- 
on 


LonG, CHARLES WiGRAM, Severn Stoke, Worcester April 30 Johnson & Co, Newsq 
MARSHALL, C 4ARLES, Redhill, Wrington, Somerset, Yeoman Aprill Perham & Sons, 
Bristol 


PEMBROKE, EDWARD, Vanbrugh park, Blackheath, Shipbroker April15 Budd & Co, 
Austin Friars 

PERKINS, WILLIAM HENRY, Manchest2r, Merchant Mar 31 Lee & Co, Manchester 

PHILLIPS, WILLIAM TREMAYNE, Chorlton upon Medlock, Manchester Be r Retailer 
Mar 21 Sidebotham & Sidebotham, Manchester 

PocHIN, MARTHA EMMA, Leicester April6 Harding & Baraett, Leicester 

QUIRK, THOMAS, Hulme, Manchester April8 Dixon & Co, Manchester 

RICKMAN, THOMAS MILLER, Philbeach gdns, Earl's Court, Architect Mar 30 Hopgood 
& Dowsons, Spring gdns 

ROBERTS, ERNEST HENRY, Sackville st April 16 Halse, Boyle st, Savile row 

ROBINSON, ADA AGYES, Mount Park crescent, Ealing Aprii 3 Pettitt, Old Jewry 

SAYERS, GEORGE, South Lowestoft, Ironmonger Mar 31 Johnson, Lowestoft 

SHARP, MARY, Lymington, Southampton Mar 22 Mooring & Co, Christchureh 

STEVENS, EMMA, Barnet, Herts Aprill Baylis & Co, Fore st 

STEVENS, JAMES, U; church and Bobbing, Kert, Farmer April 13 Jackson & Co, Fen- 
church st 

WADE, MaRy ANN, Nottingham Mar 21 J &A Bright, Nottingham 

WHITWORTH, JANE, Withington, Manchester April13 Boote & Co, Manchester 

WILKES, IDA BEATRICE, Edgb'ston, Birmingham April 9 Weekes & Simmons, Bir 
mingham 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Mar. 8. 

ALLEN, WILLIAM, Kingston on Hull May 1 Hearfields & Lambert, Hull 

BENNETT, a SARAH LYON, Spenser st, Westminster April 6 Stow & Co, Lincoln’s 
inn fields 

BooTHMAN, JOHN, Colne, Lancs April 1 Penrice, Colne 

BREAKEY, JOHN, Carlisle mans, Westminster, MD April 17 Murray & Co, Birchin In 

BUNCE, JOSEPH PIMBLOTT, Eaton, nr Tarporley, Cheshire, Innkeeper April 15 Cawley, 
Tarporley 

BuRT, GEORGE, Swanage, Dorset April 14 Beavan, Swanage 

CARRINGTON, ARTHUR WALTER, Farington Lodge, nr Preston April 1 Dickson & Sons, 
Kirkham, Lancs 

CHARLTON, CALVER FosTER, Cambridge, Incorporated Accountant April 9 Symonds, 
Cambridge 

DE CHAVILLE, ANNI£ GOULY, Boscombe, Hants Mar 30 Williams & James, Norfolk 
House, Thames Embankment 

CoHEN, ABRAHAM, Avenue rd, St John’s Wood April 9 Isaacs & Lewis, Guildhall 
chmors, Basinghall st 

a ~~; SELINA, Kineton, Warwick Mar 23 Hancock & Co, Shipston on 

ur 


CROKER, THOMAS FRANCIS DILLON, Upper Bedford pl, Russell sq April 8 Strong & 
Uo, Gracechurch st 

CRUICKSHANK, Col FLETCHER HAYES GRANT, Chelmsford, Essex April 8 Francis & 
Crookenden, New sq, Lincola’s inn 

CULLEN, MARY ANN, Newark upon Trent Mar 20 Burke, Newark on Trent 

CULLEN, SARAH, Newark upon Trent Mar 20 Burke, Newark on Trent 

DAVEY, PHILIP DickSON, Liverpool April 15 Cooke, Liverpool 

_—— a WILLIAM, Liverpool, Cargo Superintendent Mar 25 Hoskin, 

verpoo 
DUCKWORTH, JONATHAN, Liverpool, Joiner Mar 30 Hoskin, Liverpool 
Dysrt, CHARLES HENRY, Totton, Southampton April 6 Pearce, Deverzux bldgs 


Temple 

—~- JosEPH Bacon, Long Marston, Glos April 2 Powell & Browett, Bir 

j mingham 

waAmEies, ARTHUR, Thaxted, Essex May 1 Gard & Co, Gresham bidgs, Basing- 
hall st 

GabsDEN, H@NRY ArTHUR, Binden ri, Ravenscourt Park, Miidlx, Engineer April 6 
Hickson & Co, New Broad st 

GARDNER, JANE KYNNERSLEY, Malvern Aoril15 Putersons & Co, Lincoln's inn fields 

Gipson, JoHN THOMAS, Norwich, Church Piumber April16 Hull & Son, Norwich 

Hagtoup, WILLIAM THOMAS, Sprowston Court, Norfoik Aprill H wtcip & Davis, 
Cromwell Hous:, Surrey st 

HARTLEY, MARY JANE, Foulri!ge, Lancs April 1 Penrice, Colue 








HATHORNTHWAITE, AGNES CATON, Knighton, Radnor Junel Johnson & Tilly, More- 
cam 

HATHORNTHWAITE, WILLIAM, Stowe, nr Knighton, Salop June 1 Johnson & Tilly, 
Morecambe 

JACKSON, WALTER FELIX MARTIN, Neville’s Cross, Durham April9 Bayley, Durham 

JOHNSON, GKORGE JAMES, Birmingham, Solicitor April22 Johnson & Co, Birmingham 

KEYNES, MARY ALICE, Bournemouth Mar 30 Thompso», Boureemouth 

KOENIGSFELD, GUSTAV EMIL, Quee.: Victoria st April 16 Goldberg & Co, West st, 

Finsbury circus 

LEMON, 1 HOMAS, Newport, Barnstap’e April1l Hoppe, Barnstaple 

MALLARD, JANE PAGE, Hastings Mar 31 Daruell & Price, Northampton 

Moxon, WILLIAM, Matlock, Derby, Physician April9 Lymn, Matlock 

NICHOLLS, CAROLINE MARIA, High Wycombe, Bucks April 6 Walker & Co, Theo- 
balds rd 

ORGER, Rev JOHN GoLpSMITH, Exeter April 80 Johnson & Co, New sq, Lincoln's inn 

PAwSON, ALICE GELL, Clifton, Bristol April 15 Crossraan & Co, Thornbury 

ROBINSON, RopeRrt, Ashford, Middlx April 13 Burr, Parley, surrey 

Rog, GEORGE \WILLIAM, Garboldisiam, Norfolk, Farmer April 4 Fowell & Co, 
Norwich 

ROGERS, JOSEPH DRAKE, Blundellsands, Accountant Mar 30 Hosking, Liverp »ol 

Rowsk, THOMAS, St Agnes, Cornwall April 2 Hancock, Truro 

SEARLE, WILLIAM LycuRGUS, Leamington April30 S & RC Walker & Son, Dublin 

SHAW, THOMAS, Blackburn, Fishing Tackle Maker April 20 Marsden & Marsden, 
Blackburn 

SHorT, WALTER, Hall Green, Worcester April22 Johnson & Co, Birmingham 

SQUAREY, ELEANOR CATHERINE, De Vere Gardens, Kensington April 12 Squarey 
Churen Stretton 

TAYLOR, JOHN, Entwistle, Lancs, Farmer April 18 Balshaws, Bo!ton 

TAYLOR, NORMAN MCGREGOR, Wallasey, Chester, Motor Engineer April 10 Collins & 
Co, Liver 

THOMAS, MARY ANN, Halifax April8 Longbotham « Sons, Halifax 

tHOMAS, PRISCILLA, Halifax Apii:S Lougbothan &8 ns, Halifax 

VAN-NOTTEN-POLE, Dame LOUISA, Palace mans, Kensington April 30 Merrimins & 
Thiriby, Mitre ct, Temple 

WATKINS, WINIFRED CATHERINE, Spencer av, Bowes Park, Middlz Mar25 D-ummond 
Parliament st 

WELCH, Louisa, Church st, Enfield April 15 Blyth, New ct, Lincoln’s inn 

WILTON, ROBERT, Hanwell, Middlx April 7 Snow & Co, Gr-at St. Thomas Apostle 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Mar. 12. 


ASHBURNHAM, Hon GEORGE, Grosvenor pl May 1 Gaby & Smith, Hastings 

BsNSON, ELIZA, Peterborough April2 Lupton & Fawcett, Leeds 

BERRY, SARAH, Handswerth, Baker Mar 30 Botteley & Sharp, Birmingham 

BONNETT, BETSY, Stotfold, Bedford May 11 Drury & Co, Lea Bridge rd, Leyton, Essex 

Brooks, Mari, Clifton, Bristol April9 Perham & Sons, Bristol 

CHURCHILL, HESTER, Swanage, Dorset April 25 Beavan, Swanage 

CORK, ADRIAN THOMAS, Pevensey Bay, Sussex Aprillz Stenning & Co, Tonbridge 

CURRAN, THOMAS, jun, St Helens, Lancs, Post Office Clerk April 9 Massey & Don- 
n-llau, 8t Helens 

CURTISS, ALFRED, Holland Park av April 12 Walton & Hurd, Fore st 

DEAN, GEORGE, Dalton, HuJdersfield, Mill Furnisher April12 Ramsden & Co, Hud 
derafield 

DESSIN, GEORG LUDWIG WILHELM, Romford, Essex, Stockbroker’s Clerk April 30 
Lloyd & Upton, Romford 

DEWHIRST, HANSAH BEATRICE, Leamington Forthwith Behreid & Co, Surrey st 

DREW, EDWARD ALEXANDER, Braughing, H-rts April 20 Gayton & Hare, Much Had- 
ham, Herts 

EADY, Rev ALB&RT ARTHUR, Letheiingsett, Norfolk April 20 Blair & Girling, Wool 
exchange, Basinghal! st 

EDWARDS, WILLIAM, Maindee, Newport, Mon April 23 Duauncey & Co, Tredegar 

EVERS, FRANK, Stourbridge April 13 Harwards & Evers, Stourbridze 

FISHER, KING, Shaftesbury av, Crouch Hill April 4 Cook, Broad Street bidgs 

FRASER, WILLIAM CARLILE, Budleigh Salterton April 15 Roberts & Andrew, Exeter 

GLEW, WILLIAM, Leeds, Carting Agent Mar 30 Thorpe, Leeds 

GLOVER, ARTHUR SANDON, Kingston upon Hull, Chemist April10 Witty, Hall 

GouGH, Rev JOHN, Beckford, Glos April 30 sSonnor, Gloucester 

HAZELDEN, EpWIN, Leytonstone, Essex, Builder April16é James & James, Ely pl 

HUGHES, JOSEPHINE, Liverpool April 8 Read & Brown, Liverpoul 

JOACHIM, JOuUN, Saxe-Weimar, Germany April12 Tatham & Lousada, Old Broad st 

JONES, ALFRED, Breckoock rd, Camden rd April 23 Duffield & Co, Broad st av 

KILLICK, WILLIAM GEORGE, Aigburth, Liverpool, Merchant April 15 Batesons & Co, 
Liverpool 

KINGSTON, ALFRED MORGAN, Margaret st, Cavendishsq Aprilié Arthur, Queen Vic- 
toria st 

LEES, JOHN, Offerton, nr Stockport April 23 Sale & Co, Manchester 

LEGGE, HENRY JOSEPH, curb‘ton, Surrey April 1l Durham & Charl‘on, Kingston on 
thames 

LITTLEHALES, JOHN, Erdington, Warwick, Licensed Victualler April 12 Rowlands & 
Co, Birmingham 

LIQUORISH, FREDERICK, Dunlace rd, Clapton April3 Wallace & Co, Basinghall st 

LLOYD, ELIZABETH Spencer Wood, nr Rewing Mar 3) Martin & Martin, Reading 

LOBEL, ALFR«D, Broadhurst gdns, West Hamp.tead April 23 J & M Solomon, 
Finsbury pymt . 

MCEWEN, ELEANOR ROBERTA CLARKSON, Razzolini, Florence, Italy April9 Snow & Co 
Great St Thomas Apostle 

McLAREN, EDWARD Henky, Lancaster gate, Hyde Park, Butcher April23 Worrell & 
Son, Coleman st 

oe ~~ am Sir JOHN FREDERICK, Camberley April 23 Robins & Co, Lincoln's 
inu fleids 

MUSSARED, FANNY, Brighton April 9 Hopgood & Dowsons, Spring gdns 

NICHOLSON, BETSY, Bolton May 8 Houstoun, Duchy of Lancaster Oilice 

ONSLOW, Hu@H EDWARD, Clevedon, Somerset, Schoolmaster April 16 Golding & Co, 
Cannon 86 

OSMAN, PETER JOSEPH, Brockley, Kent, Warehouseman April 15 Middleditch, Tower 
chmbrs, London Wall 

PAUL, GEORGE, Brentwood, Essex, Ironmonger April8 Wansey & Co, Moorgate st 

VAN PRAAGH, SOLOMON, Southampton April 12 Osborn & Osborn, Culeman st 

RICHARDS, DANI&L, Llantrisant, Glam Mar 30 Spickett & Sons, Pontypridd 

ROBERTS, JOSIAH, Helston, Corawatl, Baker Aprili3 Armitage, Falmouth 

ROBINSON, WIELI\M, Nottingham April 25 Hazzledine, Nottingham 

STARR, —- Mary, vParkstone, Dorset April 23 Dixon & Co, Lancaster pl, 
Stranc 

oc we WILLIAM, Enfield Wash, Middlx, Mechanic April 25 Squires, Cam- 
ridge 

SWALLOW, EDwARD, Forest Gate, Essex April8&16 Hulbert & Co, Broad st bidgs 

THOMAS, SAMUEL EDWIN, Aberavon, Builder Aprit12 Jones & Son, Port Talbot 

THOMPSON, HELEN, Middicton in Teesdale, Durham Ap:ii 12 Robinson, Sou h 
Bank, 8 UO 

THORNTON, LOUISA AGNES, Dorridge, Knowle, Warwick April 30 James & Co, Bir- 
mingham 

TILLETT, HELEN MARTHA, Old Catton, Norfolk Mar 25 Tillett & Co, Norwich 

WARD, JAmMeS, Throwley, Kent, Fa mer April 17 Tasseli & Son, Faversham 

WARREN, GEORGE HIGNETT, Woolvo:, ur Liverpool, Shipowner April 30 Batesons & 
Co, Liverpoot 

WHITHAM, WILKINSON, Oxenhope, Yorks Mar 25 Palleyne & Son, Leeds 

WoNHAM, ELIzA, Osborne rd, Forest Gate, Ess2x May 31 Prouvfoot & Chaplin 
Verulam bidgs, Gray’s inn 

Woopoock, MARIA, Beverley April 11 Crust & Co, Beverley 
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Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette. —FRIDAY, Mar. 8 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Apwams, Grorar, Alverstoke, Hants Farmer 
Pet Mar4 Ord Mar 4 

Barxer, Apranam and Frank Barker, Keighley, Furni- 
ture Removers Bradford Pet Mar5 Ord Mar 5 

But, Feeperic, Yardley, Birmingham, Grocer Birming- 
ham Pet Mar 5 Ord Mar 5 

Capprz, Caan.es James, Portsmouth, Grocer Portsmouth 
Pet Marl Ord Mar 1 

Caarvitt, WaLTer Srarrorp, Swarkestone, Derby, Pest- 
master Derby Pet Mar 5 Ord Mar 5 

Cuitp, Rosert Cartyte, Constantine rd, Hampstead, 
Engineer High Court Pet Feb8 Ord Mar 5 

Crank, Avpert Caartes Witiiam, Horley, Surrey, Aural 
Specialist High Court Pet Mar 5 Ord Mar5 


Port mouth 


Conex, Joseru, New Castle st, Aldgate, Tailor High 
Court Pet Feb7 Ord Mar 4 
Caoome, A.S, Abbey rd, St John’s Wood, Solicitor High 


Court Pet Jan 11 Ord Mar5 

Drvotr, Oscar, Liskeard Travelling General Dealer Ply 
mouth Pet Mar4 Ord Mar 4 

Dowwstxo, Grorce, Conisborough, Yorks, Builder Shefficld 


Pet Mar5 Ord Mar5 
Duwsatt, Groror Atrarn, Romford, Essex, Cycle Dealer 
Chelmsford PetJanl6 Ord Feb 28 


Exoriver, Averex James, South Benfleet, Essex, Stock 
Farmer Chelmsford Pet Mar 6 Ord Mar 6 

Evans, Aaroyx, Mountain Ash, Glam, Colliery Timberman 
Aberdare Pet Mar 6 Ord Mar 6 

Gwyer, Atoert Eowarp, Peckham Park rd, Camberwell, 
Newasgent High Court Pet Mar 4 Ord Mar 4 

Hasais, Faancis Witttam Rosert, Brockley Greenwich 
Pet Feb 8 Ord Mar5 

Hepaes, Caagtes Anpeason, Caledonian rd, Barfitter 
High Court Pet Maré Ord Mar 6 

Haewnessy, James Martix, Newbridge Hill, Bath 
Pet Jan 17 Ord Mar 4 

Hewitt. Artuvr, Sheffield, Cabinet 
Sheffield Pet Mar 6 Ord Mar 6 

Horrocks, Haasent, Wigan, Clog Manufacturer 
Pet Mar 4 Ord Mar 4 

Jacxsos, Joay, Old Trafford, Lancs, Bread Dealer Salford 
Pet Mar5 Ord Mar 5 

McEcaatroys, Jous, Gosforth, Builder 
Tyne Pet Feb 16 Ord Mar4 

Mostry, Artruvr, Goole, Bricklayer 
Mar 4 Ord Mar 6 

Mornison & Co, Jony, Air st, Piccadilly, Cigar Manufac 
turers High Court Pet Jan 19 Ord Mar 4 

Murr, Thomas, Whitehaven, Hosier Whitehaven Pet 
Feb 20 Ord Mar 4 

Nixos, Tuomas, Dalton, Northumberlani, Farmer New 
castle upon Tyne Pet Marl Ord Mar 5 

Oates, Groner Asravue, Worksop, Timber Merchant Shef 
field Pet Feb 15 Ord Mar 4 

Pacer, Joux Watrter, Dulverton, 
Exeter Pet Mar 4 Ord Mar 4 

R Peck & Sons, Liverpool, Coal Dealers 
Feb 16 Ord Mar 5 


Wigan 


Newcastle upon 


Wakefield Pet 


Somerset, Eogineer 


Liverpool Pet 


Pisw, Atpert Watxan, Tiverton, General Dealer Exeter 
Pet Maré Ord Mar 6 
Prewitt, Mark, Barton Stacey, Hants, Farmer Salisbury 


Pet Feb 14 Ord Mar5 

Riesy, Isaac, Accrington, Coal Dealer 
Feb 14_ Ord Mar 6 

Saunvens, Eayest Sitvester, Shipdham, Norfolk, Butcher 

orwich Pet Mar4 Ord Mar 4 

Stave, Rowatp Craawrorp, Ne rt, Mon, Accountant 
Newport, Mon Pet Feb9 Ord Maré 

Tarry, George Franky, Leicester, Provision Dealer 
Leicester Pet Mar 4 Ord Mar 4 


Blackburn Pet 


Court Pet Dec19 Ord Mar 4 
Tuomas, James, Treherbert, Glam, Collier 
- Pet Mar4 Ord Mar 4 

‘opp, Avoustus Farv, Ipswich Ipswich P 5 

Ord Mar 5 ° - siieen 
Warp, Wittiam, Bromsgrove, Baker 

Feb 27 Ord Mar 4 


Pontypridd 


} 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Apyams, Gzoro#, Alverstoke, Hants, Farmer Mar 21 at 3 


| Awpersow, Cant Atraep, Tanbridge Wells. Tailor 





Bath | 


Case Manufacturer | 


Worcester Pet 


Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Portsmouth 


16 at 11 Off Rec, 12a, Marlborough pl, Brighton 
Anmisnaw, Farpeaick, Tupsley, Hereford, Farm Labourer 
Mar 16 at 11 2, Offa st, Hereford 


Mar 


| 


Aston, Samus, Sale, Chester, Coal Merchant Mar 16 at | 


12 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Barker, Apaauam, and Frank Baaxer. Keighley, Furni- 
ture Removers Mari6 at 11 Off Rec, 12, Duke st, 
Bradford 

Bixsstxotos, Herpert, Great Grimsby, Fishermen's Out- 
fitter Mar 16 at 11.30 Off Rec, 8t Mary's chmbrs 
Great Grimsby 

Burros, Eowarp Jouy, Cringleford, Norfolk, Farmer 
Mar 16at12.3) Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Breas, R G, Luton, Beis, Building Owner Mar 18 at 11.30 
Chamber of Commerce, 29, King st, Luton 

Cappye, Cuartes James, Portsmouth, Grocer Mar 18 
at 3 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Portsmouth 

Cuaevtoy, Royatp, Kiogston upon Hull, late Butcher, 
now Vuanman Mar 19 at 11.30 Off Rec, York City 
Bsak chmora, Lowgate, Bulli 

Caarvitt, Watters Starrorp, Swarkestone, Derby, Post- 
master Mar 18 at 11.30 Of Rec, 5, Victoria bidgs, 
London rd, Derby 

Cartp, Rosext Cartyie, Constantine rd, Hampstead, 
Eagineer Mar 18 at 11 Bankrup‘cy bidgs, Carey st 

Cuark, Atpert Caagtes Woiuram, Horley, Surrey, Aural 
Specialist Mari9 at 1l Bankeuptey bldgs, Cary st 

Coney, Joarrn, New Castle st, Aldgate, Tailor Mar 18 
atl2 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Cuoome, A 8, Abbey rd, St John’s Wood, Solicitor Mar 
18at1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Crows, Exizavera, Salford, Lancs, Butcher Mar 16 at 11 
Off Kec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Dixevs, Oscar, Liskeard, Travelling General Dealer Mar 
18 at 3.30 7, Buckland ter, Plymouth 

Eves, Caristoraer Hammonp, St George’s rd, Wimble 
don, Journalist Mar20 at11 132, York rd, West- 
minster Bridge rd 

Gwvy«e, Avpert Epwarp, Peckham Park rd, Camberwell, 
Newsagent Mar 20at1l Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 





| Warsom, Joszrn, Ashton on Mersey, Chester, Parish 
— Mar 16 at 11.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man- 
chester 

Wittry, Hegserr Jou, Sheffield, Milliner Mar 18 at 1 
Off Reo, 24, Bond st, Leeds 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


Aston, Samus, Sale, Cheshire, Coal Merchant Manchester 
Pet Feb 23 Ord Mar 4 

Barker, Asranam, and Feawx Barker, Keizhley, Yorks, 
Farniture Removers Bradford Pet Mar5 Ord Mir5 

Burros, Epwarp Jouy, Cringleford, Norfolk, Farmer 
Norwich Pet Feb 10 Ord Mar 6 

Cuapmay, Joun Mrrcaet, Jermyn st High Court Pet 
D-c 14 Ord Mar 5 

Cuarvitt, Water Srarrorp, Swarkestone, Derby, Pos:- 
master Derby Pet Mar 5 Ord Mar 5 

Ccank, Avsert Caartes Wititam, Horley, Surrey, Aural 
Specialist High Court Pet Mar 5 Ord Mar 5 

Dawson, Rawxtyg, St James’ 8q High Court Pet Dec 4 
Ord Mar 5 

Dixate, Oscar, Liskeard, Travelling General Dealer Ply- 
mouth Pet Mar4 Ord Mar4 . 


| Ecpetpes, Austex James, South Benfleet, Essex, Stock 


Hepegs, Cuartes Anpearson, Caledonian rd, Barfitter Mar | 


20at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Incram, Geoace, Wallsall, Wholesale Gig Saddie Manufac- 
turer Mar 19 at 12 Of Rec, Wolverhampton 

Jongs, Bexsamis, Newbridge, Mon, Grocer Mar 16 at 11 
Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 

Lirraot, Heasert Witttam, Pemberton, Wigan, Joiner 
Mar 19 at 11.30 Off Rec, 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

Marcy, Witttam Nicaors, Kingston on Thames, School- 
master Mar 20 at 11.30 132, York rd, Westminster 
Bridge rd 

Moose, Artuava, Norwich, Fish Dealer Mari6 at 12 Off 
Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 

Moraisoy,, Jonn & Co, Air st, Piccadilly, Cigar Manufac- 
turers Mar 20atl Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

N:xow, Tuomas, Dulton, Northumberland, Farmer Mar 16 
atil Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle upon Tyne 

O@pex, James, Haworth, Yor«s, Brewer Mar il8atil Of 
Ree, 12, Duke st, Bradford 


Oxtrox, Cuantes James Wituiam, Ruckinge, Kent, Farmer | 


Mar l6ati11 Off Ree, 98a, Cistle st, Canterbury 

Pace, Jouxn Wacrter, Dulverton, Somerset, Engineer Mar 
18atil Off Rec,9, Bedford cir, Exeter 

Pexsinotos, Geonoe, Hibaldstow, Lincs, General Carter 
Mar 16 at IL Off Rec, St Mary's chmbrs, Great 
Grimsby 

Pixs, Atpert Wattan, Tiverton, General Dealer Mar 19 
at 11.45 Off Rec, 9, Bedford cir, Exeter 

Ricuarps, Naruayie. Eanest, and Wituam Movstoy, 
Hartfield rd, Wimbledon, Wallpaper Merchants Mar 18 
at 12 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

Suatvese, Henry, London st, Greenwich, Furniture Dealer 
Mar 20at12 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

Tarey, Geonce Frawxutiy, Leicester, Pyovision Dealer 
Mar 16 at 12 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 


Testes, Eaxest Witttam, Croftdown rd, Highgate High | Tester, Eavest Wittram, Croftdown rd, Highgate Mar 20 


atll Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Taomas, James, Ireherbert, Glam, Collier Mar 19 at 
11.45 Off Rec, St Catherine’s-chmbrs, St Catherine 
street, Pontypridd 

Topp, Aveustus Farp, Ipswich Mar 19 at 2.15 Of Ree, 

Helens, Coal Miner Mar 


36, Princes st, Ipswich 
Twist, Benxsamin, Sutton, 8t 
19at 11 Of Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 





\ 


Farmer Chelmsford Pet Mar6 Ord Mar 6 

Evans, Aaroy, Cefnpennar, Mountain Ash, Glam, Colliery 
Timberman Aberdare Pet Mir6 Ord Mar 6 

Gwree, Avpeat Eowarp, Peckham Park rd, Camberwell, 
Newsagent High Court Pet Mar4 Ord Mar4 

Hatiett, Joun kicut, Lyvedon rd, Tooting, Builder 
Wandsworth Pet Sept5 Ord Feb 29 

Hepees, Caartes Anperson, Caledonian rd, Barifitter 
High Court Pet Maré Ord Maré 

Hewirr, Aatacr, Sheffield, York, Cabinet Case Manufac 
turer Sheffield Pet Mar 6 Ord Mar 6 

Horrocks, Herseet, Wigan, Clog Manufacturer Wigan 
Pet Mar4 Ord Mar4 

Jackson, Jouy, Old Trafford, Lancs, Bread Dealer Salford 
Pet Mar5 Ord Mar5 

Jones, Bexsamis, Newbridge, Mon, Grocer Newport, Mon 
Pet Feb 19 Ord Mar 4 

Moatey, Artava, Goole, Yorks, Bricklayer Wakefield 
Pet Mar4 Ord Mar 4 

OAKLEY, WALTER, Claphim Park rd, Tobacco De:ler 
Wandsworth Pet Feb6 Ord Mar 4 

OGpEN, JAMES, Haworth, Yorks, Brewer Bradford Pet 
Feb 12 Ord Mar 4 

PAGE, JOHN WALTER, Dulverton, 
Exeter Pet Mar4 Ord Mar 4 

PINN, AUBERT WALLAH, Tiverton, Genera! Dealer Exe‘er 
Pet Mar 6 Ord Mar 6 

POWELL, CHARLES WILLIAM LE Biwn,  ‘Tregaron, 
Cardigan Carmarthen Pet Jan4 Ord Mar4 

SAUNDERS, ERNEST SILVESTER, Shipdham, Norfolk, Butc.er 

rwich Pet Mir4 Ord Mar4 

SIMMONDS, HepRON ALBERT, New Charles st, Goswell rd, 
Brass Founder High Court Pet Feb 29 Ora Mar 5 

TARRY, GEORGE FRANKLIN, Leicester Provision Dealer 
Leicester Pet Mar 4 Ord Mar 4 


Somerset, Engineer 


THOMAS, JAMES, Treherbert, Glam, Collier Pontypridd 
Pet Mar4 Ord Mar4 

Topp, Augustus FRED, Ipswich Ipswich Pet Mar 5 
Ord Mar 5 

Twist, BENJAMIN, Sutton, St Helens, Lancaster, Coal 
Miner Liverpooi Pet Feb7 Ord Mar 6 

UNIACKE, CHARLES Forrescus, Warminster, Wilts 
Frome Pet Feb15 Ord Mar6 


WARD, WILLIAM, Bromsgrove, Baker Worcester Pet 


Feb 27 Ord Mar 4 


London Gazette.—Tusrspay, Mar. 12, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ABRAM, SIDNEY DAVID, Whissonsett, Norfolk, Cycle Agent 
Norwich Pet Feb9 Ord Mar6 

BENSON, DAVID, Manchester, Potato Dealer 
Pet Mar9 Ord: Mar 9 

BOWLES, SIDNEY ALFRED, Gillingham, 
Salisbury Pet Marl Ord Mar9 

CHARLESWORTH, WALTER, Dodworth, nr Barnsley, Engineer 
Barnsley Pet Mar 8 Ord Mar8 

DAVIES, ARTHUR JOHN, Newland, Worcester, Farmer 
Worcester Pet Mar6 Ord Maré 

DAvries, WILLIAM HENRY, Llanelly, Tinplate Worker 
Carmarthen Pet Mar9 Ord Mar9 

GILL, RoBERT, Knaresborough, Potato Dealer York Pet 
Mar 7 Ord Mar 7 

GLASSTONE, JOHN DAVID, Newcastle upon Tyne, Carver 
Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Mar 6 Ord Mar 6 


Manchester 


Dorset, Tailor 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


MOoOoRGATHE 


FUND, LIMITED, 


ESTABLISHED iN 1890. 


SrRAmT, LONDON, 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


Upwards of 650 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation. 


Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases 


On application. 


or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent 


The Corporation has extended its operations, and, in addition to Licenses Insurance, now covers 
risks in connection with:—Fire, Consequential Loss, Burglary, Workmen’s Compensation, 
Fidelity Guarantee, Third Party, etc., under a perfected Pooling system of Insurance. 








APPLY FOR PROSPECTUS. 
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INSURANCE 
No. 114, Chancery Lane, 





BON DS —The Directors desire 
ERLE RR 





to specially draw th 


FIRE 


SOCIETY Lr, 


London, W.C. 


@ attention of the Legal Profession to the fact that the Fidelity 


Guarantee Bonds of this Society are accepted by His Majesty’s Government and in the High Court of Justice. 


Fire. 
Domestic Servants. 


Personal Accident and Disease. 


Burglary. 


Fidelity Guarantee. 
Property Qwners’ Indemnity. 


Third Party. 


Workmen's Compensation, including 
Plate Glass. 





DIRECTORS— 


CHARLES PLUMPTRE JOHNSON, Esq., J.P., Chairman (formerly of Johnson, Raymond-Barker & Co., Lincoln's Inn), 


ROMER WILLIAMS, 


GEORGE FRANCIS BERNEY, Esq. (Corsellis & Berney), Lincoln’s Inn Fields, 
H. D. BEWES, —_ (Bewes & Dickinson), Stonehouse, Plymouth. 
LEY, Esq. (Frere, Cholmeley & Co,), Lincoln’s Inn Fields. 
EDMUND FRANCIS BLAKE CHURCH, Esq. (Church, 
F. E. E. FAREBROTHER, ot, (Fladgate & Co.), Craig's Court, Charing Cross. 
, Esq. (Farrer & Co.), Lincoln’s Inn Fields. 
E. 8. FREELAND, Esq. (Nicholson, Patterson & Freeland), Queen Anne’s Gate, 


L, C, CHOLME 


HENRY LEFEVRE FARRER 


Westminster. 


C, W. GRAHAM, Esq. (Lawrence, Graham & Co.), Lincoln’s Inn, 

T. HALLOWES, a (Hallowes & Carter), Bedford Row. 

, Brodie, & Hart), Bedford Row, 

E.CARLETON HOLMES, Esq.(formerly of E. Carleton Holmes, Son,& Fell), Bedford Row. 
FRANCIS REGINALD JAMES, Esq. (Gwynne James & Son), Hereford. 
HARRY W. LEE, Esq. (Lee, Bolton & Lee), The Sanctuary, Westminster, 
, Esq. (Lowe & Co,), Temple Gardens. 
m & Morgan), Somerset Street. 


W. A. T. 
EDWIN HART, Esq. (Bud 


DILLON R. L. LOW 
FREDERICK STUART MORGAN, Esq. ( 


SECRETARY—H. T. OWEN LEGGATT, 


Westminster. 


Esq., D.L., J.P. Vice-Chairman (Williams & James), Norfolk House, Thames Embankment, 
Sir RICHARD NICHOLSON (Nicholson, Patterson & Freeland), Queen Anne’s Gate, 


WILLIAM NOCTON, Esq., D.L., J.P. (Nocton & Sons), Great Marlborough Street. 


Adams & Prior), Bedford Row.| RONALD PEAKE, Feq. (Peake, Bird, Collins & a Bedford Row. 


THOMAS 








JOHN DOUGLAS PEEL, Esq. (Morrell, fon & Peel 
RAWLE, Esq. (Rawle, Johnstone & oe Bedford Bow. 

J. E. W. RIDER, Esq. (Rider, Heaton & Wigram ‘ 

GEORGE L. STEWART, Esq. (Lee & Pembertons), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 

The Right Hon. LORD STRATHEDEN AND CAMPBELL, Bruton Street, 

J. PERCEVAL TATHAM, Esq. (Tatham & Procter), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 

R. W. TWEEDIE, Feq. (A. F. & R. W. Tweedie), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 

W. MELMOTH WALTERS, Esq. (Walters & Co.), Lincoln’s Inn. 

Sir HENRY ARTHUR WHITE, C.V.O. (A. & H. White), Great Marlborough Street. 

E. H. WHITEHEAD, Esq. (Burch, Whitehead & Davidsons), Spring Gardens. 

E. TREVOR LL, WILLIAMS, Esq., J.P., Clock House, Byfleet, Surrey, 


, Oxford. 


, Lincoln's Inn. 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY—ARTHUR E. C. WHITE. 


This Society, consequent on its close connection with, and exceptional experience of the requirements of, the Legal riot mp inverse 


APPLICATIONS FOR AGENCIES FROM SOLICITORS, TO WHOM IT 
It enjoys the highest reputation for prompt and liberal settlement of claims. 
The business of the Society is confined to the United Kingdom, and the security 


business on the most favourable terms. 


Forms and full information may be had at the Society’s Uffice, 


offered to the Policy Holders is unsurpassed by any of the leading Insurance Companies. 


IS ABLE TO OFFER SPECIAL FACILITIES for the transaction o' 


nsurance 
Prospectuses and Proposal 








GREEN, JOHN ROBERT, Bulwell, Notts, Veterinary Surgeon 
Nottingham Pet -ar9 Ord Mar 9 s 

HALL, JonHN, Barry Dock Cardiff Pet Mar 7 Ord Mar7 

Hare & HARE, Walsal!, Auctioneers Walsall Pet Feb10 
Ord Mar 6 

Hitt, Joun, York, Gardener York Pet Mar 8 OrJ 
Mar 8 


Hutt, RICHARD TUSTIAN, Charlton Kings, Glos, Farmer 
Cheltenham Pet Mar8 Ord Mar 8 

LAYTON, FREDERICK, Banbury, Oxford, Butcher Banbury 
Pet Mar7 Ord Mar7 

Lyons, WILLIAM. Blagdon, Somerset, Haulier Wells Pet 
Mar 8 Ord Mars 

MAIDMENT, CHARLES ERNES?’, Brislington, Somerset, 
Farmer Bristol Pet Mar9 Ord Mar 9 

MARSH, ERNEST JAMES, Sonth Mimms, Middlx, Farmer 
Barnet Pet Mar 7 Ord Mar 7 

MARSTON, GEORGE, Stourport, Farmer 
Pet Mar8 Ord Mar 8 

MENHINICK, HENRY, Bishopston, Bristol, Commission 
Agent Bristol Pet Mar7 Ord Mar7 

RICHARDSON, HENRY, Pitsmoor, She‘field, Fruit Salesman 
Sheffield Pet Mar5 Ord Mar 5 

SALEM, ISAAC MURAD, Manchester, General Merchant 
Manchester Pet Jan24 Ord Mar 8 

SARGENT, WILLIAM, and NATHANIEL SARGENT, Wotton 
under Edge, Glos, Hauliers Gloucester Pet Mar 8 
Ord Mar 8 

SHEPPARD and Co, Kyrle rd, Clapham Common, Builders 
Wandsworth Pet Feb9 Ord Mar7 

THOMPSON, JOSEPH MATKIN, Kirton, Lincs, Baker Boston 
Pet Mar 7 Ord Mar 7 

THorpR, HARRY JouN, Repton, Derby, Farmer Burton 
on Trent Pet Mar8 Ord Mar 8 

TRILNICK, HARRIS, Amhurst rd, Hackney, Cabinet Manu 
facturer High Court Pet Jan24 Ord Mar7 

VAN DER BEEOK, ERNEST WILLIAM, Fitchetts ct, Noble 
st, Silkk Agent HighCourt Pet Mar7 Ord Mar7 

WHITE, WILLIAM ARTHUR, Wanstead, Essex, Dairyman 
High Court Pet Fe) 16 Ord Mar7 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

ANSLow, RoBERT WILLIAM, Salford, Lancs, Baker Mar 
20 at 3.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

ASKEW, JOHN THOMAS, Durham, Joiner Mar 21 at 2.30 
Off Rec, 3, Manor pl, Sunderland 

ATHERTON, FREDERICK WILLIAM, His Majesty’s Prison, 

. Brixton Mar 20 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Chester 

AIRD, THOMAS, Willingale, Essex, Farmer Mar 20 at 12 

Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 

Bocre, JAMES ROBERT, Hundleby, Lincs, Brewer's Travel- 
ler Mar2lat12 Off Rec, 4 & 6, West st, Boston 


Kidderminster 


| BULL, FREDERIC, Hay Mil's, Birm'ngham, Grocer Mar 2! 


at 11.50 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Bir- 
mingham 
DAVIES, ARTHUR JOHN, Newland, Worcester, Farmer 
Mar20 at 12 Off Rec, 11, Copenhagen st, Worcester 
EVANS. AARON, Cefnpennar, Mountain Ash, Glam, Col- 
liery Timberman Mar 22 at 11.30 Temperance Hall, 
Aberdare 
GARDNER, WILLIAM, Manchester, Cumm’ssion 
Mar 20 a 2.30 Uff Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
GILL, ROBERT, Knaresborough, Potat» Dealer Mar 21 at 
2.80 Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe p!, York 
GLASSTONE, JOHN DAVID. Heaton, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Carver Mar20 at12 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, New- 
castle upon Tyne 
GREEN, THOMAS PERCY, and CHARLFS HORACE GR¥EN, 
Rotherham, Yorks, Builders Mar 20 at 12 Law 
Society’s Rooms, Bank st, Sneftield 
| HARE & HARE, Walsall, Auctioneers 
| Rec, Wolverhamp*un 
HARRIS, FRANCIS WILLIAM ROBERT, Brockley, Kent 
Mar 22 at 11 132, York rd. Westminster Bridge rd 
HENNESSY, JAMES MARTIN, Bath 
Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 
| Hewitt, ARTHUR, Sheffield, Cabinet Case Manufactnrer 
Mar 20 at 11.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 


Agent 





Mar 20 at 12 Off 


Mar £0 at 11.45 Off | 


| Hint, Jonn, York, Gardener Mar 21 at 3.15 Off Rec, 
The Red House, Duncombe pl, York 
HoRROCKS, HERBERT, Wigan, C!og Manufacturer Mar 21 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 19, Exchange st, Bolton 
JEFFERSON, THOMAS, Hadleigh, Essex, Enquiry Clerk 
| Mar 20at3 Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 
MCELHATTON, JOHN, Gosfo th, Buil’er Mar 20 at 11 
Off Rec, 30, Mostyn st, Newcastle upon Tyne 
MILLER, JOHN, Newark on Trent Mar 20 at 11 Off Rec 
4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 
MORLEY, ARTHUR, Goole, Yorks, Bricklayer 
Off Rec, 21, King st. Wakefield 
OATES, GEORGE ARTHUR, Worksop, Timber Merchant 
Mar 22at12 Off Rec, Figtree ln, Sheffield 
| PREWITT; MARK, Barton Stavey, Hants, Farmer Mar 21 
at 1 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine st, Salisbury 
SARGENT, WILLIAM, and NATHANIEL SARGENT, Wotton 
under Edge, Glos, Hauliers Mar 23 at 12 Off Rec, 
Station rd, Gloucester 
SHEPPARD and Co, Kyrle rd, Clapham Common, Builders 
Mar 22 at 11.30 132, York rd, Westminst‘r Bridge 
rd . 
| SKINNER, EDWARD MossMAN, Bootle, nr Liverpool, Book- 
keeper Mar 22 atll Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liver 
pool 


Mar 20 at 11 





| 202nd Year of the Office. The 


Oldest Insurance Office in the World 








Copied trom Policy dated 1788. 





SUN 


FIRE OFFICE 


FOUNDED 1710, 





Heap Orrice: 
63, THREADNEEDLE ST., E.C, 
Insurances effected on the following risks :— 


FIRE DAMAGE. 


RESULTANT LOSS OF RENT AND PROFITS. 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY and | PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 
WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, 

including ACCIDENTS TO 

DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 


SICKNESS and DISEAS 
BURGLARY, 
| PLATE GLASS, 


FIDELITY GUARANTEE. 





Law Courts Branch: 40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 


A. W. COUSINS, District Manager. 
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THOMPSON, JOSEPH MATKIN, Kirton, Lincs, Baker Mar 
Zlatl Off Rec, 4 and 6, West st, Boston 

TRILNICK, HARRIS, Amhurst rd, Hackney, Cabinet Manu- 
facturer Mar 21 st 11 Bantruptcy bldgs, Car y st 

UNIACKE, CHARLES FORTESCUK, Warminster, Wilts Mar 
20 at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Ba'dwin st, Bristol 

VAN DER BEECK, ERNEST WILLIAM, Fitchett’s ct, Noble st 
Silk Agent Mar 20 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgse, Carey st 

WAKELING, DAVID, Spilsbury, Lincs. Draper Mar 21 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 4 & 6, West st, Hoston 

WARD, WILLIAM, Bromsgrove, Baker Mar 20 at 
Of Rec, 11, Copenhagen st, Worcester 

White, WILLIAM ARTHUR, Wanstead, Essex, Dairyman, 
Mar 21 at 1 Banaruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

WoOoLHOUSE, JOHN, Clayhithe, nr Cambridge, Farmer 
Mar 20 at 12.20 Off Rec, 5, Petty cury, Cambridge 


ADJ UDICATIONS, 


11.30 


DAVID, Whissonsett, Norfolk, 
Agent Norwich fet Feb 9 Ord Mar9 

BLACKBURN, HARRY, Morley, Yorks, Grocer 
Pet Feb 14 Ord Mar 4 

sonvs, ARTHUR, Enfield, Middix, Clerk 
Oct 27 Ord Mars 

BULL, FREDERIC, Hay Mills, Rirmingham, Grocer 
mingham Pet Mar5 Ord Mar7 

CHARLESWORTH, WALTER, Dodworth, nr Barnzley, Engineer 
Barrsiey Pet Mar & Ord Mars 

COHEN, JOSEPH, New Castle st, Aldgate, 
Court Pet Feb7 Ord Mars 

DAVIES, ARTHUR JOHN, 
Worcester Pet Mar 6 

DAVIES, WILLIAM HENRY, Lisnelly, 
Carmarthen Pet Mar? Ord Mar9 

GILL, RoBERT, Knaresborough, Potato Dealer 
Mar7 Ord Mar7 

GLASSTONE, JOHN DAVID, N weastle upon Tyne, Carver 
Neweastle upon Tyne VFet Mar6é Oni Mar6 

GREEN, JOHN ROBERT, Nottineham, Veterinsry Surgeon 
Nottingham Pet Mar 9 Ord Mar 9 

HALL, JouN, Parry Dock Cardiff Pet Mar? Ord Mar7 

HARRIS, FRANCIS WILLIAM ROBERT, Brockley, Kent 
Greenwich Pet Feb8 Ord Mar 8 

Hitt, Joun, York, York 
Mar 8 

Hutt, RICHARD 1USTIAN, Chariton Kings, Glcs Farmer 
Cheltenham Pet Mar 8 Ord Mar 8 

LAYTON, FREDERICK, Banbury, Butcher 
Mar 7 Ord Mar7 

LICHTENBERGER, GUSTAV RUDOLF, Finchley rd, Jeweller 
High Court Pet Jan 24 Ord Mar 6 

LYONS, WILLIAM, B'agdon, Somerset, 
Pet Mar 8 Ord Mar 8 


MAIDMENT, CHARLES ERNEST, 
Farmer Bristol Pet Mar 9 Ord Mar 9 

MARSH, ERNEST JAMES, South Mimms, Middlx, Farmer 
Barnet Pet Mar 7 Ord Mar7 

MARSTON, GEORGR, Stourport, Farmer 
Pet Mar 8 Ord Mar 8 

MENHINICK, HENRY, Bishopston, Bristol, 
Agent Bristol Pet Mar7 Ord Mar7 

NEWSON-SMITH, CKCIL CLEMENT, St Helen's pl, Solicitor 
High Court Pet De: 12 Ord Mar 6 

PORTER, CHARLES, Shirland rd, Paddington, Cab Proprietor 
H gh Court Pet Feb 8 Ord Mars 

RICHARDSON, HENRY. Sheffield, Fruit Salesm>n 
Pet Mar 5 Ord Mar 5 

SARGENT, WILLIAM, and NATHANIEL SARGENT, 
under Edge, Gloe, Uauliers Gloucester 
Ord Mar 8 

SKINNER, EDWARD MvussMAN, Bootle, nr Liverpvol, Book 
keeper Liverpool Pet Feb 29 Ord Mar 7 

Stones, JOHN J, Ulverston, Contractor Barrow in Fur 
ness Pet Feb it Ord Mar 7 

SUSAN, SOLOMON, Tottenham Court rd, 
High Court Pet Dec 29 Ord Feb 24 

THOMPSON, JOSEPH MATKIN, Kirton, Lincs, Baker Boston 
Pet Mar7 Ord Mar 7 

THORPE, HARRY JOHN, Repton, Derby, Farmer 
on Trent Pet Mar8 Ord Mars 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED, 


HARTNETT, GEORGE Morard, Cricklewood, Drill Instru tor 
High Court Adjud Nov {8 Annol Mar 8 

VAN HoyTeMA, WILLIAM JACOB. Gracechurch st, 
Dealer High Court Adjud Nov 1, 1907 
6, 1912 


ABRAM, SIDNEY Cycle 
Dewsbury 
Edmcnton Pet 
bir 
Tailor High 


Newland, Worcester, Farmer 


Oid Mar 6 


Tinplate Worker 


York Pet 


Gardener Pet Mar 8 Ord 


Banbury Pet 


Haulier Wells 


Brislington, FSomerse* 


Kidderminster 


Commission 


Sheffield 


Wotton 
Pet Mar 8 


Ladies’ Outfitte 


Burton 


Art 
Annul Mir 





Telephone: 602 Holborn. 


EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 


FOUNDED IN THE REIGN OF WILLIAM & MARY, 1689 


ROBE COURT 
MAKERS. TAILORS. 


DRESS SUITS (Special Materials), 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS 


LEVEE SUITS IN CLOTH & VELVET. 
Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks, & Coroners. 
CORPORATION & UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





Turkey 
Carpets 


HE finest collection 

in the world. 4,000 

always in stock at 

the lowest possible prices. 
Write for Quotations, 


MAPLE & GO 


LID 
TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD 
LONDON 


Paris Buenos Aires 
myrna 








LIVERPOOL MORTGAGE 
INSURANCE CO., LIMITED, 

6, CASTLE STREET, LIVERPOOL. 
Subscribed Capital - £250,000 

Mortgages, Bonds, Debentures, Deposit Receipts, Loans on 


Reversions and other Securities Insured. Guarantee Fidelity. 
Acts as Executors and Trustees either solely or jointly. 





EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 
INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited. 


10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1835, CAPITAL, £500,000. 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed of Funded Pro- 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or 
LOANS granted thereon. 

Interest on Loans may be Capitalized. 

Cc. H. Gravron’} Joint 
F. H. CLAYTON, f Secretaries. 


REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, LTD. 
ESTABLISHED 18283, 


Empowered by Special Acts of Parliament, 
Rev: rsions, Life Interests, and Policies bought. Advances 
on Rev rsions and Life Interests, either at annual interest 
or by way of deferred charge. Optio s for repurchase 
allowed. Law Costs on Loans regulated by Scale. 

Paid up Share and Debenture Capital, ®764,825. 


30, Coleman St., London, E.C. 


ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


PRINTERS, LIMITED. 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


PARLIAMENTARY BILLS, MINUTES OF EVIDENCE, BooK 
OF REF@RENCE, STATEMENTS OF CLAIM, ANSWERS 
&C., &C. 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES 
NEWSPAPERS, 


And all General and Commercial Work. 
Every description of Printing. 


PETTER LANE, LONDON, 








E.C. 


| SELDEN SOCIETY. 


FOUNDED 1887. 
| To encourage the study and advance the knowledge of the History 
of English Law. 
Patron : 
HIS MAJESTY THE KING. 

Presipext: WALTER C. RENSHAW, E3g., K.C 
Tue How. Me, Justice JOYOR, 
Tue Rrient Hox. Ste ROBERT 

\ FINLAY, G.0.M.G., K.C. 

Councit (March, 1911). 

Mr. Stpneyv O. ADpY. Sir H. O. Maxwew. Lyre, 

Mr. W. Patey Bartpox, K.0.B. 

The Rt. Hon. Lord Justice 
Fierouer Movtroy. 

Mr. R. F. Norrow, x.o, 

Mr. Tuomas Kaw ie. 

Mr. ©, A. Russext, x.c, 

The Hon. Mr. Justice 
Wanrrinortoyn. 


Vicr-PResipENts 


¥.8.A. 
The Right Hon, Artuus 
Coney, K.c. 
Dr. Epwin FrxesHFiecp. 
Sir C. BE. H. Cnavwyck 
HEALRY,K.C.B., K.C. 
Mr. BoypsLt Hovestog. 
Prof. Courtygy 8, Kenxy. | Mr. T. Cypatay Wittrams. 
Literary Directors: 
Sir Faepx. Pot.oox, Bt., 13, | Professor Vinograpvorr, 19 
Old-square, Lincoln’s-inn. Linton-road, Oxford. 
Hon, Auditors; 
Mr. J. W. Ciark, K.o. | Mr. Huperer Hatt. 
Hon. Secretary: Mr. B. Fosserr Lock, 
11, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, London. 
Hon. 


: Mr. J. E, W. Riper, 
Annual Subscription : ONE Mtr Life ambemity 





8, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, London, 
or 30 years for Libraries, &c.) : Y GUL 


| ember receives the publication for the year of 
subscription, and may subscribe for any previous year. 
Pubhe Libraries, &c., subscribers and requir- 


becoming 8 
| ing a complete set of past Publications may receive same at 
| @ special rate. 


| 
| 


Further particulars may be obtained from the Secretary or 
Treasurer 


Nors.—Publications already 

Non-Members) : ar Pleas of th 
Manorial Pleas. (ILI.) Select Civil Pieas. 
Baron. (V. Jurisdiction in No 
ei hyp | Pleas (Vol. 1). we 
(VILL.) Bracton and Azo. ( : 
X.) Select Cases in - (XL) Select Admiralty 
Piees Vol. 2). (XIL.) The Court of ests. (XIIL) 
Select Pleas of the Forests. (XIV.) Beverley Town Docu- 
ments. (XV.) The Exchequer of the Jews. (XVI) The 
Star Chamber. (XVII) Year Books 1 & 2 ~ 2 
(X VIII.) Borough Customs (Vol. 1). (XIX.) Year Books 
(Vol. 2) 2&3 KEd.2. (XX.) Year Books (Vol. 3) 3 Ed, 2. 
(XXI.) Borough Customs (Vol. 2). (XXIL) Year Bok 
Series (Vol, 3), (XXIII) The Law Merchant (Vol, 1) 
(XXIV,) Tne Eyre of Kent (Vol. 1) (XXV.) tho Star 
Ubamber (Vol, 2). 


issued (price 288. each to 
of the wn. (II.) Select 
(IV.)The Court 
- (VL) Select 


.) The Coroners’ Rolls, 





LAW ASSOCIATION, 


For the Benefit of Widowsani Families of Solicitors in the 
Metropolis and Vicinity. 
INSTITUTED 1817. 
Supported by Life and Annual Subscriptions and by 
Donations. 

This Association consists of Solicitors residirg and prac- 
tising in the Metropolis or within the Bills of Moriality, 
and its objects are (amongst others) 

To grant relief to the Widow and Children of any 
deceased Member, or if none, then to oth-r relatives 
dependent on him for support. i 

The relief afforded last year amounted to £1,643. 

A subscription of One Guinea per annum constitutes & 
Member, and a payment of Ten Guineas membership for 
life. 

Applic .tion to be made to the Sgcarrary, E. Evdyo 
Barron, 3, Gray's-inn-place, Gray’s-inn, London, W.C. 





BRIEF CARRIER. 


Various Qualities from 18/6 each. 
Wastrated List Free on application. 


PARTRIDGE & COOPER, Lid., 
1901 & 192. FLEET STREET. LONDON. e8.c. 
\ 


abl ‘ 

ASKELYNE and DEVANTS 

MYSTERIES, 8t. George’s Hal), Oxford-circus, 
W.—New p 
Devant, Mr, 


mme. Daily at 3 and 8 Mr. David 

ills, Mr, Nikola, Mr. Weaver, &c. Famous 

farce, with magic, MRS. DAFFODIL DOWNEY’S 
SEANCE. Colour Cinematography, Coronation, &c. 
Seats, 1s. to 6s.; children half-price, Telephone: 1545 








Mayfair, 








